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DEDICATORY ADDRESS.

My Beloved Pupils;

I experience no ordinary pleasure in dedicating the following

volumes to you— towards whom I once sustained so interesting a

relation, and whom I can now address as Christian brethren,

occupied with important and sacred duties in different parts of the

world.

"While I have been employed in revising these Lectures, my
thoughts have frequently been directed to that pleasant room,

where I met you in successive classes, from day to day, for a long

series of years, and where the most momentous of aU subjects en-

gaged our united attention.

As we proceeded in our investigations, we came to the pleasing

conclusion that, although our faculties are circumscribed, we may,

within our proper limits, attain to a far more complete knoivledge,

than is commonly apprehended; and also, that, in examining the

various doctrines of theology, we should hold fast that which is

clear and certain, and leave that which is obscure and doubtful to

those who delight in it.

From the Lecture-room my thoughts have passed with lively

emotions to the Wednesday Evening Conference, to our Chapel

services on the Sabbath, to our days of fasting and prayer, and

to our private intercourse.

When I review my labors for the thirty-eight years, during

which I held the office of Theological Professor in the Seminary,

I have a consciousness, that I endeavored to teach and defend
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the true principles of Christianitj, and that I sincerely aimed at

jour improvement in knowledge and piety. But there is mingled

with this consciousness, a deep conviction of my deficiencies.

And I am persuaded, that, had it not been for these lamented de-

ficiencies, I might have contributed in a much higher degree to

your intellectual and spiritual improvement, and consequently to

your usefulness in the service of Christ. The Lord forgive what

was faulty, and graciously accept what was well-done, or well-

intended.

But where now are the young men, with whom I was connected

in the Seminary ? A large number of them have already finished

their work, and have gone, I trust, to be present with the Lord.

But the greater part are scattered abroad over our country, labor-

ing as pastors of Congregational, Presbyterian, Episcopal, Bap-

tist, and Methodist churches, as officers in our literary and theo-

logical institutions, and in our various benevolent societies, and as

missionaries in our new States, and in destitute parts of our old

States ; while many others are engaged in preaching the Gospel

among our Indian tribes, and among the unevangelized in Europe,

Asia, Africa, and the islands of the seas. When I turn my
thoughts to my former pupils, thus occupying important stations

in different parts of the earth, and accomphshing a work which, I

doubt not, has been and wiU be to the glory of God, and to the

welfare of the world, my heart is filled with joy ; and I bless the

Author of all good, that this Seminary has ah-eady grown to such

unexpected greatness, and extended its happy influence so much

further, than was thought of by the founders and first professors,

when they looked upon it in its infancy. And I bless God too,

that I have been called to spend so great a portion of my life in

laboring together with my colleagues, to train up so many young

men for the sacred office, and for other stations of usefulness.

In offering the following volumes to the public, I am giving my
pubhc and solemn testimony, and probably my last testimony, in

favor of the leading truths of revelation, and against the contrary

errors. The principles here advanced have not been adopted

without long-continued inquiry, nor without an acquaintance,
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"which I may call an experimental acquaintance, with the argu-

ments which have been urged against the orthodox faith, and in

favor of opposite schemes. There is not, so far as I know, a single

objection or difficulty, to which the orthodox system is thought to

be exposed, which has not, during the fifty years since I was

ordained to the work of the ministry, often presented itself to my

mind with great plausibility and force. And as to the arguments

in support of the common schemes of error, I have, times without

number, looked at them in their most attractive forms. I have

familiarly handled them, and felt their weight. I know full weU

what a powerful appeal they make to mere speculative reason,

and to the pride and selfishness of the heart. But when I have

searched the Scriptures, and have sought the promised guidance

of the Spii'it, error has lost its attractions, and I have, with in-

creased satisfaction and confidence, rested in the doctrines of rev-

elation, as held by the orthodox m aU parts of Christendom, and

particularly in New England. The free inquiry which was always

countenanced and practised in my lecture room, together with an

examination of the authors who most ably advocate the different

schemes of rehgion, especially those who oppose orthodoxy, has

contributed more and more to the confirmation of my faith. The

direction of the apostle, to prove all things^ and hold fast that

which is good, I have endeavored to follow. And I now have a per-

suasion, which I think nothing will ever unsettle, that the doctrines

which I have taught, and which are exhibited in these volumes,

are the very doctrines which are taught by the word of God, and

which he has blessed as the means of converting sumers, and sanc-

tifying and comforting behevers. There is, in my view, no need

either of any new revelation, or of reconstructing the rehgion of the

Bible, or adduig anything to its teachings. The Bible is sufficiently

plain to those who search it with simplicity of faith, and with minds

untainted with philosophy and science falsely so called. It makes

known all necessary trath. No one who labors in the spirit of the

Apostles, to advance the kingdom of Christ either in Christian or

heathen lands, will ever find the lack of any truth, which man's

spiritual interest requires. More knowledge of Scripture, more
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piety, simplicity and faithfulness in the ministry and in the church,

and more extensive and powerful influences of the Spirit, are man-

ifestly needed, to bring our fallen race to bear the holy image of

God. A new era in the Christian world is to be earnestly desired

and expected. But that new era is not to consist in any new mo-

delling of the doctrines of religion, as set forth in the Scriptures,

or in any addition to them. Who among the ablest and most suc-

cessful ministers in Protestant Christendom have ever found any

chasm in scriptural theology, which needed to be filled up by a

new revelation, or a new philosophy ? Who among them ever ex-

hausted, or half exhausted the treasures of divine truth contained

in the word of God ? There is in fact no more need of any doc-

trine, not revealed in Scriptvu'e, than there is need of a new sun,

or a new atmosphere. In elevating the Christian character to the

highest attainable excellence, no flights of a lofty imagination, no

explorings of curiosity, no long struggles of intellect to get at new

views of the Trinity or the Atonement, could be of any avail. If

you would enlighten the mind, subdue sin, and secure a cheerful

obedience, hold fast and inculcate those precious truths, which are

written, as with a sun-beam, in the holy Scriptures, and which are

plain to those whom Christ calls " babes," though contrary to the

reasoning of " the wise and the prudent."

The following Lectures may serve as an historical document,

showing hereafter what was the theology taught and maintained in

this Seminary for the first thirty-eight years after its estabhshment,

under the eye of the Foimders while they lived, and in conformity

with the creed by them appointed, and under the eye of the Visi-

tors and Trustees, during the time of my continuance in office,

and with their approbation.

After casting an eye backwards over the period of my profes-

sorship, and over the fifty years in which I have sustained the

sacred office, I cannot but look forward to the progress of things

in time to come ; and the question, what will he fifty years hence,

presses upon me with indescribable interest. When I consider

what sins, what errors and erratic tendencies prevail, and how

many, who might reasonably be expected to adhere to the



^ DEDICATORY ADDRESS. IX

word of God, are carried about with every wind of doctrine, and

seem fond of any tMng in philosophy or rehgion, which will tnm

them aside from the plain teachings of Scripture, I am full of pain-

ful apprehensions ; and in my serious musings, I say to myself—
who can tell what wide departures from the truth— what out-break-

ings of depravity in Church and State, will characterize the com-

ing half century ? Who can tell what errors in ethics and reli-

gion may msinuate themselves into our literary and theological

institutions, and into the Christian ministry ? So far as I look

merely at fallen man— yea, at man in his best estate, the pros-

pect is dark and fearful.

But my heart is soon cheered by better thoughts. I hear the

voice of Him, who has all power in heaven and earth, saying,

" Fear not," He assures me, that the time of his universal reign

draws near ; that the world for which he died, shall be redeemed

;

that the prayers of his saints shall be answered, and their labors

and suflferiags rewarded ; and that his peaceful, holy kingdom

shall come. These blessed assurances raise me above my gloomy

apprehensions. What the Lord has promised to do, shall be done.

Not one jot or tittle shall fail. I have then the happiness of look-

ing for better days— days of higher prosperity to the chiu'ch and

the world. Evil may for a time continue to find a place, but it

will be overcome with good. If genius and learning are, in many

lamented instances, dnected to the propagation of fatal error, the

defonnities of error will, by that very means, be more clearly re-

vealed. If our most sacred institutions shall, for a season, be cor-

rupted with unchristian dogmas and dreamy speculations, they

will certainly be deUvered from those corrujDtions, and be restored

to the sound principles of their Puritan founders. If, among the

ministers of Christ, there are those who discard the faith once de-

hvered to the samts, it is to be hoped that their apostasy will not

be final ; or, if final, that it will be a salutary warning to others,

and that the ministry will, through the grace of God, be more es-

tablished in the truth, more active, pure and spiritual, and more

successful in promoting the salvation of men, than at any former

period. The predictions and promises of God's word, and the in-
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dications of Ms providence plainly show, that the day is not far

distant, -when the earth shall be full of the glory of the Lord.

When Joseph was about to die, he remembered the promises of

God respecting the deliverance of the children of Israel from bond-

age, and he said to them

—

'•'• G-od shall surely visit you.'''' So I

say to those who are seeking the salvation of the world. Perse-

vere in your labors and prayers, for Gfod will surely visit you, and

willfulfil every one ofMs promises respecting the kingdom of Christ.

In such a pleasing light does the future present itself to my view,

and thus does the hope of coming good prevail over my anxieties

and my fears.

If the ministers and churches of Christ of different denomina-

tions continue to increase in their pious zeal, and in their deeds of

beneficence, the next fifty years, as they have done the fifty years

past ; if Bible Societies, if the cause of Christian missions, of

Tracts, and of Temperance, and other Christian enterprises, may,

through the power of the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven, go

forward with a constantly growing prosperity, we shall, ere long, ap-

proach visibly nearer to the consummation which we have devoutly

desired, than any who have gone before us ; and those who may live

at the close of the nineteenth century, will have reason to congrat-

ulate themselves, and one another, and to say— blessed are our

eyes that see those things, which prophets and kings, apostles and

martyrs, and all the saints of former days, desired to see, but did

not see them.

But a most important duty devolves on you, brethren, in the

accomplishment of the great plan of divine benevolence. Your

number is large ; and if in your various spheres of activity, you

may obtain mercy of God to be faithful ; no one can tell how much

your united labors will redound to the glory of God, and what

amount of benefits wiQ result from them to your fellow men. Let

me then, before closing this address, speak a few words to you in

the way of free and affectionate counsel.

And first of all, both in regard to your own personal welfare,

and to your usefulness in the service of Christ, I urge upon each

one of you, the importance of making high attainments in holiness.
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How often I exhorted you to this while you were members of the

seminary, you will not forget. I now repeat the exhortation

with increased earnestness. It is one of my last counsels to

you. And nothing can adequately show of what importance it is,

but the revelations of the future world. Be then followers of

Christ, who was holy, harmless, undefiled. Be holy men, free

from the follies and corruptions of the world, and abounding in all

the fruits of the Spirit. Keep in mind the necessity of experi-

mental, spiritual rehgion— humble, watchful, fervent piety. This

is what the Scripture calls, walking with Crod— the life which is

hid with Christ in Grod. May all who have been members of

this Seminary reach this high character ! How salutary and how

permanent an impress would they thus make upon the Christian

and the heathen world ! And if the publication, which I now de-

dicate to you, and this hearty counsel, together with my former

efforts for your improvement, may contribute to your advancement in

vital godliness, I shall feel that I have not Hved and labored in vain.

In the next place, I would enjoin upon you the Christian duty

of loving one anothej'. It was regarded as an argument of no

small weight in favor of estabhshmg our Theological Seminary,

that young men, being united in a pecuharly Clu-istian society,

pursuing their professional studies in the same place, and enjoying

together the same literary and religious privileges, would be sure

to form a special and permanent attachment to each other, which

would produce in all respects a most happy influence upon them-

selves, and upon the churches and congregations that would enjoy

their ministrations. This anticipation has, to some extent, been

already realized. Would to God that it may be realized more

perfectly ! Let me then repeat the precious gospel precept—
Love one another— not merely in the way of common respect, or

civil intercourse, but as the apostle directs— " Love one another

with 2)ure hearts ferventlyy " Be of the same mind ;" "be per-

fectly joined together in the same judgment ;" and whether you

live in the same neighborhood or country, or in distant parts of the

world, strive, by mutual sympathy, by brotherly correspondence,

and by intercessory prayer, to alleviate each other's sorrows, to
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encourage each other to persevermg fidehty, and, in all respects,

to promote each other's welfare. The Lord grant that you may

know the happiness of being thus united in love !

As to matters of doctrine, I entreat you to keep at the greatest

distance from all unscriptural speculations, and to repose unlimited

confidence in the word of God. The minds of men at the present

day are, to a fearful extent, in an unsettled state, and are reach-

ing after something to satisfy a vain and restless curiosity. As

there are new and useful inventions in natural things, men are

striving to invent new theories in morals and rehgion. And as it

is difficult to accomphsh their object so long as they are tied to the

same infalhble standard, that is, the word of God ; one of the first

things attempted by those who wish to make innovations upon the

common Orthodox system, is to call in question the plenary inspi-

ration of the Scriptures. This is generally the first step towards

a fatal apostasy. There is, in my view, no ground of safety but a

serious, unquestioning belief, resulting from thorough examination

and Christian experience, that all Scripture is divinely inspired—
that the whole Bible was written under the special guidance of the

Holy Spirit, and is consequently clothed with divine authority, and

is infallible in all its teachings. Hold fast to this principle, and

you are safe. If you either reject or doubt it— if you consider

the whole or particular parts of the Bible, as written vdthout any

special direction of the Holy Spmt, or if you regard the inspira-

tion of the sacred writers as of a similar nature with the inspira-

tion of poets and orators— I say, if thoughts like these are suf-

fered to lodge in your minds, you are standing on slippery places,

and there is reason to fear that your feet will quickly sHde.

A disbelief of the plenary inspiration of the Scriptures is gener-

ally found in those who are inclined to dissent fi-om the common

creed ; and though it may sometimes arise from other motives, it is

often adopted as an expedient to get rid of unpalatable doctrines.

Beware then of that state of moral feeling which would render any of

the teachings of revelation unpalatable. See to it that you have that

renewed, spiritual mind, which discerns and loves the truth— which

specially recognizes the doctrine, that we are by nature the cliildren
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of wrath ; that in our fallen state we are not sufficient of ourselves

to obtain salvation or to do anything acceptable to God, and that,

unless we are regenerated by the Holy Spirit, we cannot see the

kingdom of heaven— the doctrine that Christ, who is both God and

man, died for our sins in our stead, and that hia atoning blood se-

cures to believers the forgiveness of sin and the blessedness of the

world above. Shun every theological scheme, which gives an un-

scriptural prominence to the agency of man, and comparatively over-

looks the agency of the divine Spirit. This, which was the lead-

ing principle of Pelagianism, is I apprehend, a prevalent error at

the present day. On the other hand, I would, with equal earnest-

ness, warn you against any such views of our dependence on God,

as would interfere in the least with our free, accountable agency,

or with our complete obligation to obey the law and the gospel.

1 warn you also against every scheme of religion which implies,

that we are to expect salvation on account of the merit of our good

affections or good works, instead of relying wholly upon the ments

of Christ's obedience and death. On these and other essential

points of Christian Theology, avoid all unscriptural views, and un-

scriptural representations, and maintain those doctrmes of religion,

which the experience of ages has shown to be best adapted to bring

men to believe in the all-sufficient Saviour, and which, through the

divine blessing, have had the greatest influence in promoting per-

sonal holiness, and genuine revivals of religion.

And here let me suggest a very necessary caution. It is a fact,

that the greatest difficulties, and those which human reason is least

able to obviate, exist in regard to doctrines which are of the great-

est value, and which are supported by the most satisfactory e\a-

dence. I might mstance in the eternal, uncaused existence of

God, the Scripture doctrine of the Trinity, the atonement, and

the endless punishment of the impenitent. Now, if you should

adopt the principle, that this or that doctrine is not to be beheved

because it is attended with insolvable difficulties, Avhat would be

the consequence ? Evidently, that you would reject from your

creed the most certain and the most important truths, and in the

end be plunged in downright skepticism. I caution you to guard

B
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against whatever would lead to so fatal a result, and particularly

against tlie habit of looking off from the truths of religion, and

from the clear evidence of those truths, and occupying your

thoughts and your time with efforts to remove objections and car

vils, which is very frequently a hopeless undertaking.

But I must not detain you. I have protracted these remarks,

because I have felt that I am addressing you for the last time, and

have been reluctant to take my leave of you. The remembrance

of you, and my intercourse with you, Avill always be a sovirce of

pleasure to me. It is the desire of my heart, and my prayer to

God, that you may grow in grace, that you may see the prosper-

ity of the church, and that the peace which Jesus gives, may be

yours in life and in death. And if you and I may at last have a

place among the holy and happy in the kingdom of God, how sin-

cerely shall we ascribe our salvation " to the praise of the glory of

his grace
!"

Finally, brethren, farewell. Be steadfast, unmoveable, always

abounding in the work of the Lord, knowing that your labor is not

in vain in the Lord. The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, the

love of God, and the communion of the Holy Spirit, be with you

all. Amen.

Andover, June 19, 1849.



PREFATORY REMARKS.

It has been deemed expedient, that the Lectures, here published,

should appear in the form in which thej were at first written and

delivered, that is, in the form of Lectures to young men preparing

for the ministry. This the author supposed would be most agree-

able to the former members of the Seminary, while it would detract

nothing from the acceptableness of the Lectures to others. Ac-

cordingly he has retained at the commencement of the course, the

Directions, which were intended to aid students in the right prose-

cution of their studies. But the Lectures on personal religion^

which were always delivered to the Junior class, before they en-

tered on the study of systematic Theology, are here, in compHance

with what is common in systems of Divinity, placed at the end of

the course.

Several of the common topics of theology are omitted, and some

others treated very briefly. But it is not to be inferred from this

circumstance, either that those topics are considered to be of

small consequence, or that they were passed over hghtly in the

Lecture room. The Author has judged it best, in this publica-

tion, mstead of attempting to make out a particular discussion of

every branch of Theology, to attend chiefly to those subjects, which
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he considered as of the highest importance, especially at the pres-

ent day. In regard to those subjects which are not here partic-

ularly considered, he will only say, there are various well known

works, in which they are treated judiciously, and at full length—
to which he is happy to refer the reader.

It will be seen that free quotations are occasionally made from

other writers. But besides this, the Author, in common with re-

ligious teachers in general, has endeavored, on all subjects, to derive

benefit from those who have lived before him. But in a multitude

of instances, it would now be impossible for him to distinguish

between what was first suggested to him by the books he had read,

and what resulted from his own reflections.

It was once the author's intention to include in the Lectures

a History of Doctrines. But he found it would unduly mcrease

the size of the publication ; and he was content to leave that mat-

ter in the hands of those writers, who possess superior quahfications

for such an arduous undertaking. For himself, he has thought that,

if he could contribute anything to the benefit of those who are

pursuing the knowledge of divine truth, it must be, chiefly, by

freely disclosing to them Ms oivn manner of thiyiking on religious

subjects— hg telling them plainly Ms oivn belief, and liow lie reasons

in support of it, and how he obviates objections and difficulties.
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THEOLOGICAL LECTURES.

LECTURE I.

DIRECTIONS FOR THE RIGHT PROSECUTION OF THEOLOGICAL STUDY.

I KNOAV not how I can more properly commence a course of

Lectures to young men preparing for the sacred office, than by

offering some directions to them for the right prosecution of theo-

logical study. To give such directions will be my particular ob-

ject in this and the following introductory Lectures.

The first direction which I offer is, that you would make the

truth itself the object of your inquiries. Let no one prosecute his

studies from an ambitious desire for distinction, or from the mere

impulse of natural curiosity, or from prepossession in favor of any

particular theory, or, chiefly, for the sake of the intellectual plear

sure which he may enjoy in contemplating what is beautiful and

sublime in moral objects. Let your regard be to divinetruth itself.

Love its pure and holy nature. Love the impress of God which

it bears. And remember that all error respecting moral and reh-

gious subjects is adverse to the divine perfections. Truth is great

and will prevail ; while by the increasing light of the divine admin-

isti-ation, all error will at length be exposed and confounded.

Have a regard also to the obligations which result from the tinith,

and the influence which our belief must have upon our practice.

Forget not that our conduct will be right or wrong, very much as

it is directed by a right or wrong rehgious faith.

1
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Secondlj. Having fixed it in your minds, that the truth itself

is to be the great object of jour inquiries, pursue this object loith

candor and imjyctrtiality ; with liherality and indejyendeyice ; with

laborious and thorough investigation ; and with patience and ^Jerse-

verance.

Pursue, then, the knowledge of the truth with candor and im-

partiality. When any proposition is laid down, inquire with an

iinhiassed mind, what can be ofiered for it, and what against it.

Let no prejudice render you inattentive to the reasoning of your

opponent. Let no wish for the confutation of his scheme render

you unjust or partial. Acknowledge frankly the strength of his

objections against your opinions, and of his arguments in favor of

his own. Acknowledge, without reluctance, any defect or incon-

clusiveness that may be made to appear in the reasoning, on wliich

you had been wont to rely. Prize every ray of light cast on the

subject of inquiry, from whatever quarter it may come, and to

whatever result it may lead. Keep in mind, that the light, which

shall reveal to you the falsity of any opinion which you have here-

tofore believed, or the truth of any which you have disbelieved,

really helps you to reach the great object, at which you should

aim in all your studies.

Pursue that object with a liberal and independent mind. By
liberality, I mean freedom from bigotry— freedom from all con-

tracted views and narrowness of feeling— a habit of thinkmg upon

a large scale, and of forming our judgments upon a comprehensive

view of things. And the independence of mind which I would

recommend, is that which preserves a student from being overawed

by the authority of uninspired men, whether \vn\\g or dead, and

leads him, with firmness, tempered with modesty, to embrace sen-

timents which are, in his view, well supported, though rejected by

men of the most celebrated character, and contrary to the strongest

current of popular opmion. In tliis cause, the Christian of an

independent mind suffers no fetters to bind him. He submits to no

authority but the authority of God, the author of reason and reve-

lation. He is above the fear of consequences. Come honor or

dishonor, hfe or death, he will follow the guidance of divine truth.
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Accustom yourselves also to laborious and tlvorough investiga-

tion. No man, certainly no man of talents and liberal education,

ought to take things upon trust, or be satisfied with a superficial

view of any important subject. Some persons, either from indo-

lence, or a habit of treating their o^vn minds with softness and

dehcacy, are averse to deep investigation. They feel a reluctance

to inquire into any subject with intenseness of thought. Forever

cast off this indolence ; and form a habit of applying all your pow-

ers to the subject before you. Be not afraid of injuring your

• faculties by close application. The strength of the mind is con-

stantly augmented by exertion. Every hour of vigorous and well

directed study, not only makes an accession to the present stock of

knowledge, but enlarges the capacity for future acquisitions. And
never admit the thought, that the most thorough investigation will

injure the cause of truth. Going a little beyond the shallo-vvness

of vulgar minds, creates difficulties, and frequently makes men

skeptics. But honest and thorough examination lays open the

evidence of the truth, and brings them back to faith.

Be patient and persevering in your inquiries. Will you turn

back from the pursuit of sacred knowledge, because it appears dis-

tant, and much study is necessary to its attainment ? Is it a

mark of a manly spirit, to grow weary of honorable and useful

labor ? Can you expect that a few starts will carry you to the goal,

and gain you the prize ? In the acquisition of divine knowledge,

patience must have its perfect work. You must submit to the

labor of digging deep, if you would find the precious ore. In this

pursuit let no difficulties discourage you. Let your resolution

never yield. The treasure you are seeking, is worthy of the most

dihgent and persevering efforts. It is a treasure which may be

found, and, when found, will more than compensate all your exer-

tion. Suppose that after much study, you sometimes find your-

self in a state of uncertainty, and subjects of vast importance are

covered with doubt and obscurity. Is this a reason why you

should relax your efforts, and despair of arriving at a satisfactory

conclusion ? What if Bacon and Newton, Luther and Calvin,

and the other great lights of philosophy and rehgion, had been
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governed by such an irresolute, desponding temper ? Will you yield

to a timidity and sloth, which would have prevented the light of

truth from shining upon Protestant nations, and which would soon

leave those nations to be again overspread with as dark a cloud as

formerly covered them ? Press on then in the search of divine

truth. And be not disheartened, if, in
,
some instances, you have

not been so successful as you expected. This failure may have

happened, because you have not yet arrived at the region of clear

light. You may not have accomplished the preparatory work which

is necessary. Your mind may not be prepared for discovering the

higher truth sought, by the knowledge which is previously requi-

site. Or you may not have pursued the proper course, and you

may have failed of reaching the object, not because you have not

travelled far enough, but because you have not travelled in the

right direction. Or you may, perhaps, have been in the pursuit

of knowledge, which is unattainable, and which, could it be attain-

ed, would be of no use. If you find this last to have been the case,

you have nothing to do, but to turn your attention to other subjects,

on which time and attention may be more profitably expended.

But if you are in pursuit of truth which is knowable, truth which

ought to be known, and which may be applied to useful purposes,

especially if it has a connection with the business of your profes-

sion ; let nothing discourage you. You may find it expedient

to change the mode of mquiry. You may be convinced that

more humility, more diligence, more prayer is necessary; or that

you ought to have a more perfect knowledge of previous principles

in ethics and theology. But whatever alteration is necessary in

the method of study, never give way to discouragement. A re-

solved and persevering spirit conquers all things. Be content to

ascend the hUl of sacred science with hard labor. But be sure to

make some advances every day ; and however slow your progress,

rest not before you reach the summit.

Thirdly. 3IaJce a proper use of all the means in your power.

In the pursuit of divine knowledge, you may derive assistance from

every branch of science, and from every event of life. Only keep

your mind in the incessant pursuit of improvement, and there is
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nothing which may not cast some light on the subjects of your

study. You can converse with no person, from whom you may
not obtain benefit. Either the wisdom or the folly of his con-

versation, either the uprightness or the obliquity of his behavior,

may be turned to your instruction. And you may obtain benefit

from every author. Does the pure light of truth shine in his doc-

trine? Receive that light into your understanding and heart.

Does he teach pernicious error? Then learn what error is. Leara

what you can of its false attractions, its sophistical arguments, its

subtle arts, its disposition to change its shape, to conceal itself and

even to mix with truth, for the promotion of its omi cause. By
thorough examination of systems of error, you may be enabled

more clearly to illustrate, and more unanswerably to defend, the

faith once dehvered to the saints. Systems of error will always

be found to contain a portion of fundamental truth. By decorating

itself with some of the charms of truth, error is perpetually con-

tri\'ing to allay our fears, and, unsuspected, to gain admittance to

our hearts. En-oneous books, written on such principles, are

indeed imposing, and, to the unthinking multitude, generally per-

nicious. But to those students, who examine profoundly, and dis-

tinguish clearly, such books may sometimes be among the most

valuable helps. They may cast hght upon points, which better

books have left in obscurity. They may show you, that the sys-

tem wliich you have received for truth, is not without faults. They

may teach you what its faults are, and how to correct them.

From erroneous authors you may learn what ground is defensible,

and how great a loss the friends of truth have suffered, by attempting

to defend what after all must be abandoned. You will see how much

they have hurt the cause of truth, and what advantage they have

given to opposers, by encumbering it with any fragments of error,

as well as by attempting to support it by weak and inconclusive

arguments. Thus the advocates of error may help you to perfect

your religious faith, and to guard against the attacks of errorists

for time to come.

Disdain, therefore, the narrowness of mind, which would deprive

you of any important advantage, and give yourselves to a fair and
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thorough examination, not only of those authors who exhibit the

theology of the Bible, but of those also, who teach the various

systems of error both ancient and modern, always keeping your

mind open for the reception of truth, even though it may pro-

ceed from the pen of a heretic, and may be ever so artfully

interwoven with a system of falsehood ; and always, with the most

watchful solicitude, closing every avenue to your tmderstanding

and heart against error, though it may put on the highest attrac-

tions of genius and literature, and may place itself in company with

the most certain and momentous truths.

Fourthly. Make the Bible the only standard of moral and reli-

gious truth. Uninspired books may contain the truth ; may clearly

teach the doctrines, and forcibly inculcate the laws of the Chris-

tian religion. Still they are not to be read, as though they were

infallible. We may call in question any sentiment they contain,

and, if we find it contrary to the Scriptures, we are bound to

reject it. No uninspired man has any proper authority to bind our

faith ; and no one is entitled to our implicit, unlimited confidence.

Make the Bible the rule of your faith in contradistinction to

common opinion. There is no probability, that the generality of

men, in their present condition, Avill think correctly on religious

subjects. Nor does the Spirit of God, which sanctifies the hearts

of believers, afford any security that their belief will, in all res-

pects, be perfectly right. Who can say, that a thousand or ten

thousand Christians, even the wisest and best, will never be united

in embracing some particular error ? I do not say this to diminish

your reverence for the religious doctrines, which have been gene-

rally held by the church of Christ. To reject those doctrines

rashly, or in any way to treat them with contempt, is a sure proof

of insufferable pride, or determined heresy. Still, neither the

church at large, nor any portion of it is infalUble ; and we are

never to consider its doctrines as the foundation of our faith. If,

after long and impartial examination, we find that any of the doc-

trines, held by ministers and Christians of past ages, are not

conformed to the word of God, we not only have a right but are

obhged in duty to withhold our assent.
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The Bible is our ultimate standard in contradistinction to mere

human reason. Our reason is indeed to be employed, not in orig-

inating or forming a system of religion, but in understanding that

which is revealed in the Scriptures. And this is only saying, that

revelation is addressed to rational beings, and that they must

make use of their rational faculties to understand it. If human

reason, uninstinicted by revelation, is made the ultknate standard

of religious truth, it must be either your own reason, or the

reason of some other indi\aduals, or the reason of some partic-

ular body of men, or of mankmd taken collectively. Now your

own individual reason cannot consistently be made the stand-

ard of truth. For what is there in your reason, that entitles it

to this distinction ? Have you never found it subject to weakness,

to confusion, and to error ? And can you imagine that your rear

son, so liable to mistakes heretofore, will be infalhble in its future

operations ? And why should you depend upon your own reason

in preference to the reason of others ? You may perhaps say,

that your reason is a sufficient guide for yourself, though not for

others. But do not you need a guide of as high qualifications, as

any other man ? It may however be insisted on, that every man's

reason must necessarily be his own standard. If this is really

the case, then mankmd, Avhile embracing ten thousand different

and clashing opinions, may all be conformed to a sure and suffi-

cient standard, in case each one follows the guidance of his own

reason. AVhat then can be meant by a standard ? Or what is

its use ? Do you still say, that the reason of some individual, or

of some society of men, is to be regarded as a sure guide in mat-

ters of religion ? But Avho shall make the selection of that distin-

guished uidividual or society, or who shall determine which of the

numberless selections that would be made, possesses the highest rea-

son, and best deserves your confidence ? Will you make the selec-

tion yourself, or will you trust others to make it for you ? Do any

still think, that the whole body of professing Chi-istians, or the

whole race of human beings, taken collectively, will supply a rea-

son or intelligence of so high a character, that it may be safely

considered as a standard ? The difficulty still remams. For how
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can you discover what the reason of the whole body of professing

Christians is ? Look here ever so anxiously for an intelUgence to

guide you, and all you can find will be an endless number of opin-

ions and judgments standing in opposition to each other.

Thus m our most important concerns we should be left without any

safe guide, and be in a state of darkness and doubt, had we not

the infallible word of God. Make this then the only standard of

your religious opinions. Let your faith receive all its lessons from

the oracles of God. What the Bible teaches either directly, or

by certain consequence, is to be admitted as divinely true, how

much soever it may clash with the dictates of mere human reason.

For after all, what is the weak, erring reason of creatures, who are

of yesterday and know nothing, compared with the infinite intelli-

gence of God? Let it then be fixed in your minds that every

doctrine of the Bible is to be received on this one principle, that

God, who cannot lie, has declared it. That we should proceed on

this principle is, in reality, what our reason, if unperverted, must

fully approve. Human reason, in a rectified state, must be con-

scious of its own imperfection, and must see it to be just and right

to rely upon the perfect wisdom of God— to receive mstruction from

the infinite infallible reason of the divine mind. Acting on this

principle, we are so far from undervaluing reason, that we implicitly

follow its dictates. Our reason looks to divine reason as its uner-

ring guide. Hence ui following the dictates of divine reason, we

really do what our own reason requires. In this view, I readily

concede that our faith must be settled by reason— not ultimately

by the fallible reason of man, but by the infallible reason of the

divine mind. In the holy Scriptures that infallible, divine reason

deigns to be our guide. He that refuses such a guide, and gives

himself up merely to the direction of his own errmg understanding,

acts against right reason. And as he prefers obscure twilight to

noonday ; the darkness of doubt and error, instead of the light of

tmth, shall be his miserable portion. " In reviewing the most

mysterious doctrines of revelation," Dr. Alexander says, " the

ultimate appeal is to reason ; not to determine whether she could

have discovered these truths ; not to declare whether considered
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in themselves they appear probable ; but to decide whether it is

not more reasonable to believe what God speaks, than to confide in

our o\N"n crude and feeble conceptions."— Again he says ;
" No doc-

trine can be a proper object of our faith, which it is not more rea-

sonable to beheve than to reject."

If any man receive not the Bible as a perfect guide to his faith,

he implicitly denies either that God has intended to give such a

guide, or that he is capable of executing his purpose. Either

will pi'ove him an mfidel. Indeed every man must be regard-

ed as virtually an infidel, who does not yield a cordial sub-

mission to the holy Scriptures. There is no middle coui'se. A
man's pretending in general tenns to believe the Scriptures,

does not constitute him a believer. Nor does a man's devotina:

himself to the study of the Bible, and undertaking the work of a

gospel minister, constitute him a beUever. As all true love to

God, must be supreme love ; so every one who has real, consistent

faith in the Bible, must have entire faith— must believe it to be

just such a revelation from Heaven, as it professes to be, and must

submit his reason to it, as the ultimate and perfect standard of his

faith. If any man falls short of this speculatively, he is a specu-

lative infidel ; if practically, a practical infidel.

Here then we rest. The Bible is the infallible and the only

infalUble rule of our faith. This is the gi-and point for which the

Ilefonners contended, the fundamental principle of Protestant-

ism. Amid all the disagreeing opinions of the*church and the

world, this principle quiets the mind. It simplifies our work ; so

that we have nothing to do, but to hear what Jehovah speaks. If

any theories, however plausible, are not consentaneous to the spirit

of revelation, we camiot receive them. If, for instance, an author

speaks of the influence of education, or example, or moral suasion,

or the association of ideas, or habit, or any other prmciple, as

accounting for the formation of a virtuous or religious character,

without regard to what the Bible teaches of the moral corruption

of man, and the agency of the Holy Spirit; or if the description

which he gives of the Saviour, is inconsistent with those charac-

ters of divinity mth which he is honored in the Bible ; or if he
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teaches anything on repentance and a good hfe, or on the readi-

ness of God, to save sinners, or on the rule of future retribution,

which overlooks the Scripture doctrines of reconciliation by the

blood of Christ, of justification by faith, and of salvation by grace
;

what have Ave to do ^nth such an author ? His theory may indeed

be planned with ingenuity, and written with elegance. But as it

does not correspond with the teachings of Scripture, it deserves

no more regard than heathen fables, or the dreams of fanaticism.

On the other hand, let a writer make a representation of human

corruption inconsistent with man's criminality and his undiminished

obligation to obey the divine law ; or let him make a representa-

tion of the purposes of God inconsistent with the all-sufficiency of

the atonement, the unlimited offer of salvation, and the attainable-

ness of it to all who enjoy the gospel ; or let him give such a rep-

resentation of salvation by grace and the perseverance of the

saints, as countenances sin, or supersedes the necessity of obedience

and watchful diligence ; what have we to do with such a writer ?

It is sufficient, that his teachings are not according to the Bible.

Other arguments are needless. Thus making the Bible the sole

and perfect standard of our faith, would free us at once from half

our labors and perplexities, would prevent waste of time, would

lead to an end of controversy, and would ultimately produce com-

plete satisfaction and harmony on every religious subject.

My fifth and kst direction is this. In all your inqmries after

the truth, seek the illumination of the Hohj Spirit.

" Ask and ye shall receive. Seek and ye shall find." Th(

Bible abundantly asserts, that the natural man discerneth not th(

things of the Spirit, and ascribes all saving knowledge to divine

teaching. It is the Spirit Avhich guides men into all the truth. The

sum of it is, that all spiritual knowledge is and must be given by

the same divine agent that inspired the Scriptures. Human rea-

son in its present perverted state, can no more understand revelar

tion aright without the inward teaching of the Spirit, than it can

safely guide us without revelation. This necessity of divine teach-

ing, so often asserted in the Scriptures, is confirmed by the pre-

sent state of the human mind. The judgment is biassed, reason



THEOLOGICAL STUDY. 11

misguided, and the light of the soul obscured, bj unholy affection.

And can it be expected that man in such a state will rightly

understand the things of rehgion. Who knows not that reason,

darkened by sin, is always prone to err ? And hoAV pernicious

moreover must be the influence of such a world as this ! What

probabUity is there, that one so corrupt himself, and so allured and

unpelled by the opimons and practices of those around him, will

understand and receive the truth ? Admit that a clear light shines

in the word of God. What will this avail to those, who live in a

world that lieth in darkness, and who love darkness rather than

light?

The necessity of divine teaching is also evident from the nature

of divine truth. Intellectual objects may be discerned by mere

intellect. But spiritual objects, such as the excellence of God,

the hohness of His law, the evil of sin, the glory of Christ— such

objects cannot be rightly discerned, except by the spiritual eye
;

they cannot be truly kno^vn without being loved. " He that loveth,

knoweth God." Without this spiritual discernment, no instruction,

no ardor of curiosity, no dihgence in study, can enable a man
spiritually to know and believe the truths of the gospel. Now as

we are naturally destitute of this spiritual discernment, we can

never apprehend the truth aright, unless we are taught of God.

Finally, this necessity of divine teaching is plainly taught by

facts. How has it been with mankind at large, who have followed

the dictates of theu- own minds, without the illumination of the Holy

Spirit ? I need not descant upon the errors of the heathen. How
has it been wuth those who have enjoyed revelation ? Is there any

form of error, which has not prevailed among them ? The saving

knowledge of divine truth has been confined to a small number,

who have relied on the heavenly teacher. As to the rest, their

understanding has been darkened, their heart blinded. Notwith-

standing all their advantages to know the truth, they have been

carried about by every wind of doctrine, and have been ready to

fall in with everything, but the true religion. Consider particu-

larly the mistakes and delusions of men distinguished for talents

and erudition. Consider most of all, the case of those, who have
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devoted themselves to tlie study of theology, but have had no proper

impression of their liability to mistake, and their need of divine

illumination. Let the errors of Origen teach you. Let the still

more flagrant errors of Priestly, and the whole race of philosophi-

cal Christians, teach you. Are you in no danger from the pride of

reason and the corruption of the heart ?— in no danger from the

desire of distinction, from the plausibility and subtilty of heretical

writers, or from the errors and delusions of the world ? If you

lean to your own imderstanding and forget your dependence upon

God, you have no safeguard against any kind of error. Look then

to him who is the hght of the world. Follow him, and you shall not

walk in darkness. It is not in vain, that he has promised his Spirit,

to guide his disciples into the truth. At the beginning of every

book, and every subject, remember what you are, and on whom

you depend. Remember it every morning and every night. Re-

member it when you read the Scriptures, when you converse, and

when you hear. Let the devout recollection of it pervade all your

studies. Sit humbly at the feet of him, who will guide the meek

in judgment. Count all other knowledge dross, compared with the

excellency of the knowledge of Christ. Do this, and the Holy

Spirit will take of the things of Christ, and show them unto you.

The truth of the foregoing remarks may be illustrated by the

experience of two men of distinguished character, Spinoza and

Huss.

The account which Spinoza gives of himself is as follows :

" When experience had taught me, that what is generally talked

of among men, was vain and empty ; when I saw that all which I

used to fear or love, was neither good nor bad in itself, but only so

far as the mind is affected by it ; I concluded at last to search,

whether there was any true good which would communicate itself,

and by which, if I should renounce everything else, my mind

might be influenced ; whether there was anything by which, if I

should find it and possess myself of it, I might attain to an eternal

and supreme happiness. I say I concluded at last ; for at first it

seemed unreasonable to lose a certain thing for an uncertam one.

For I perceived the advantages connected with honor and riches,
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and that I should have to renounce them, if I should pursue a dif-

ferent object. And it was plain to me, that if supreme happiness

consisted in them, I should lose that happiness in pursuing a dif-

ferent end ; but if happiness did not consist in them, and I should

seek them supremely, I should lose it in that way. I then reasoned,

whether it was not possible for me to enter upon my new work, or

at least to come to some certainty on the point, without leaving my
old course of life. But that I tried m vain. For that which is

generally the topic of men's conversation, and that which (judging

from their conduct) they esteem most highly, comes at last to these

three things, riches, honor, pleasure. But these things so distract

the mind, that it can think seriously of no other good. When I

therefore saw that all this was inconsistent with my new project,

and even opposed to it, so that I should necessarily have to relin-

quish one of these two things, I was compelled to decide which

I should prefer. It was not without reason that I used the words,

if I only could consider it seriously : for although I saw it all clear

before my mind, yet could I never on that account lay aside all

avarice, ambition, and love of pleasure."

Unhappy Spinoza ! whose proud and earthly mind, turning away

from the heavenly teacher, wandered about in darkness and dis-

tress, and was " like the troubled sea which cannot rest, whose

waters cast up mire and dirt."

Now look at John Huss. " I confess before God and his

anointed," he said, " that from my youth up I doubted and hesi-

tated long as to what I should choose ; whether I should praise

what all praised, approve what all approved, and excuse Avhat all

excused ; and whether I should gloss over the Scriptures, as others

glossed them over, who seemed to be clothed with sanctity and

wisdom, or whether I ought manfully to accuse and condemn the

unfruitful works of darkness ; whether I should do better to enjoy

a comfortable life with the rest, and seek for honor and prefer-

ments, or else go out without the camp, cleave to the pure and

holy truth of the Gospel, and bear the poverty and reproach of

Christ. I confess freely, I dou])ted and liesitatcd long. At last,

I turned to God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, in sincere

VOL. I. 2
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and fervent supplication. I took my Bible into my hands, and

raising it up towards heaven, I cried out with my whole heart—
God, my Lord, Author of my life, and Father of lights, illumi-

nate my mind, teach me to know and love the pure doctrines of

thy word, and guide me into all thy truth."

Happy man ! brought at last to seek instruction where it could

be found, and to rest in the pure truth, taught liim by the word

and the Spirit of God.



LECTURE II.

INCOMPREHENSIBLENESS OF THE SUBJECTS OF REVELATION.

It is on all accounts important, that you who are devoted to

the improvement of the mind, and to the service of the church,

should be freed from undue confidence in your own understanding.

And, in order to this, you must carefully ascertain the bounds

which God has set to your intelligence. And it is important that

you should not only ascertain those bounds, but that you should be

content with them. And to be thus content, you must keep in

mind, that the measure of intelligence which our Creator has given

us, is exactly suited to the end of our being. This end does not

require, that we should completely comprehend either the Creator,

or the creation. Were we called to exercise dominion over the

universe, it would indeed be necessary that we should be omni-

scient. But for those, whose business it is to obey and submit,

omniscience is not necessary.

To prepare the way for a candid and profitable investigation of

Christian Theology, I shall employ your thoughts for a time on

the incomprehensibleness of the subjects of revelation, and on the

principles and rules suggested by this property of divine truth, for

the regulation of our studies and our faith.

The proposition to be illustrated is this, namely ; in a divine

revelation subjects must be exhibited, which are above our com-

prehension. Our reason can neither determine beforehand what

things ought to be revealed, nor fully comprehend them after they

are revealed.

You may think that the terms of this proposition involve an
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absurdity, implying that tilings may be revealed or made kncftTi,

which are not made knowTi. But the difiBculty is merely apparent,

and will vanish on the slightest examination. We may discover

the truth and certainty of many propositions, although the nature

of the particular subject to which those propositions relate, is, in

other respects, more or less unknown. What is really revealed,

we may understand. But there are properties and relations of

the subject, Avhich are not revealed, and wliich, therefore, cannot

be understood. " Experience," says a sensible writer, " has

taught us to make a difference between discerning the existence

and some properties of things, so as to apply them to use, and

fully comprehending their natures. One instance of this is in the

curious productions of human art ; the external appearances and

effects of which are seen by the most ignorant person, while the

inward composition, situation, and movements of the parts, which

are the causes of those appearances, may be entirely unknown.

Another instance is in our knowledge of nature. Our senses

perceive the exterior face of corporeal beings, our reason and

observation enable us to understand many of their properties,

relations and uses. But there is an internal constitution, upon

which those properties, relations and uses depend, Avhich no human

understanding is able perfectly to find out. In like mamier, we

may easily apprehend the diffei;ence between understandmg that

which may be known of God, because he has manifested it to us,

fmd fully comprehending the infinity of his attributes."

These remarks are intended to prepare the way for the argu-

ments which will be adduced to support the proposition, and to

forestall in part, an objection which may meet us at the threshold.

The objection is, that making known objects above human reason,

can be of no use to rational beings. " Our minds," says the

objector, " lose themselves in the contemplation of such subjects,

and are involved in obscurity. Is it not better to apply our minds

to subjects level to then- powers?" Now, I hope to make it evi-

dent, that incomprehensible subjects may be of great utility, and

that the highest vitility can be attached to no other.

First. Incomi^reheyisihle subjects may he of great utility. Un-
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questionably it may be useful for us to know the truth, especially

on those subjects which immediately concern our welfare. To know

the truth may unquestionably have a salutary influence upon our

conduct. And why should it have a less salutary influence,

because it relates to things which are, in some respects, incompre-

hensible ? Why should it not be useful to know some truths,

though we do not knoAV all truths ? Suppose an angel from

heaven declares to the inhabitants of a city, or a part of them,

that at such a time the city will be destroyed by an eruption from

the earth, or by fire and brimstone rained down from heaven.

Seasonable knowledge of such an event would certainly be of

great consequence to the citizens, although there might be a

variety of inscrutable mysteries attending the subject, and the

revelation of it. In the first place, they might not know the

pecuhar nature of the angel ; nor, secondly, how an incorporeal

being could appear in human form ; how he could understand

human language, and utter a human voice. Thirdly ; they might

not know how the knowledge of this future event was imparted to

him. Fourthly ; they might not know why this city should be

destroyed at that particular time. Fifthly ; they might not know

how fire and brimstone could be produced in the atnjosphere, or

what could be the cause of such an eruption from the earth. But

notwithstanding these mysterious things in the revelation, things

which might be the subject of much profound and puzzhng mquiry,

the simple knowledge of the fact would be of great consequence.

The mysteries in tliis case follow from the nature and cu'cum-

stances of the subject.

I repeat the question ; why should the knowledge of moral and

religious truth have a less salutary influence, because it relates to

subjects which we do not fidly understand ? Weigh the matter

well, and you will need no further remarks from me to enable you

to form a right judgment. If, then, the knowledge of particular

truths may be of such use ; the revelation of those truths may be

of great importance to us, whatever else may be imrevealed. The

particular truths revealed may be those, in which our cliief mterest

lies ; while other thmgs, not revealed, may be less interesting to

2*
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US, or maj not concern us at all in the present state. And they

may, moreover, be of such a nature, that bringing them to view

in a revelation, would only occasion new perplexity and darkness.

The pubUcation of one single practical truth may be of infinite

consequence to men, though everything else respecting the subject

is unknown. Thus, in the first ages, it was indescribably important

to mankind to know the simple truth, that there was to be a

Saviour ; although they were left, in a great measure, ignorant of

the peculiarities of his character, the time of his advent, the

manner in which he would confer his blessings, and the nature and

glory of his kingdom.

As to the practical utility of a particular truth, it matters not

whether we fail of knowing other things respecting the subject,

because it is the sovereign pleasure of God to hide them from our

view, or because they are from their nature unknowable. No man
of reason is ever influenced, in the afiairs of common life, by any

of these circumstances ; and no man of piety is thus influenced in

the affairs of religion. What Christian will disbelieve the moral

character of God, because he finds difficulties attending it, which

are not solved by revelation, and which may arise necessarily from

the nature of the subject ? Who can justify himself in the neglect

of those sacred principles, the truth of which is fully attested,

and which are capable of being applied to the most salutary pur-

poses, because there are some other things which he does not

know ? Who will abandon his faith in God, and his afiectionate

meditations on his attributes, because he cannot by searching find

Mm out to perfection ?

But it is not only a fact, that truths relating to incomprehensible

objects may be of great utihty ; but that the highest utility can be

attached to no other. For on inquiry, it will appear that all the

most momentous and useful truths relate to objects which are pre-

eminently incomprehensible ; and that, if you descend to truths

relating to objects which are not incomprehensible (if there be any

such,) you descend to those which are insignificant.

That the subjects of which the Bible treats, and to which -its

doctrines relate, must be incomprehensible, will be perfectly clear,
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if, with your eye upon the nature of those subjects, you consider

the sources of our knowledge. Inquire then, whether the particu-

lar sources of our knowledge are such as to afford us any adequate

conception of tliose subjects, which are brought to view in the

Scriptures. Can we, by the use of any of our faculties, or any of

our means of knowledge, attain to a complete knowledge of the

divine character ? We cannot do this by our senses ; for unless

God is material, he cannot be an object of our senses. Can we

then attain to a perfect knowledge of God by our rational facul-

ties ? It is granted, that we have certain knowledge of our own

existence, as rational beings, and that we may have certain knowl-

edge of the existence of other rational beings. But suppose the

mode of their existence to be essentially different from ours. By

what means can that peculiar mode of existence be made known

to us ? AU we can learn by consciousness is that which belongs

to ourselves. We know, for example, that we exist in time— that

we are older to-day than we were yesterday, and that we are de-

pendent upon a power above us. But how can the knowledge of

our o^vn existence, which is of such a nature, help us to know the

mode of the being of God, who does not exist in time, but inhabits

eternity ; of whom it cannot bo said, that he is older to-day than

he was yesterday ; and of whose existence there was no cause,

and no beginning ? That we may by consciousness obtain any ade-

quate notion of the peculiar mode of the divme existence, we must

either exist in the same mode, or have a new kind of conscious-

ness. As we now are, every attempt to conceive of the pecuhar

mode of the divine existence is as absurd and as frmtless, as for a

man bom blind to attempt to form an idea of the colors of the rain-

bow, or for an msect to attempt to know how a rational mind acts.

We are conscious that we have knowledge, and that we obtain

and exercise it under particular limitations, and m a particular

manner. But how can an acquaintance with our own mode of

intelligence, even if it should become much more perfect than it

is, make us acquainted ^vith a mode of intelligence, so exceedingly

different as that of God ? How can we form any adequate con-

ception of the knowledge of a Being, to whose mind all things are
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eternally and unchangeably present, who gains no information either

by study, reflection, or observation ; who knows perfectly all minds

and all hearts in the universe, without using any means of knowl-

edge, and, without any senses, knows perfectly the nature and pro-

perties of those bodies, which are the objects of our senses ? There

is nothing within us or without us, that can give us any proper

conception of the peculiar manner, in wliich an omniscient and im-

mutable spirit knows.

Similar observations might be made respecting the other divine

attributes.

But there is a shorter proof. Admit what is far beyond the

truth, that we could perfectly comprehend ourselves, and other

beings of a finite nature ; still as our intellectual capacity is limited,

unlimited objects must be beyond our comprehension. Infinity

must be above the reach of what is finite.

If these things are so, then a revelation wliich teaches anything

concerning the self-existent, eternal, omniscient God, must of course

relate to a subject which will forever transcend oui' comprehension.

In regard to the character of Christ, which is another leading

subject of revelation, we find all and more than all the incompre-

hensibility, which we have just contemplated. For the Bible

teaches that Christ is not only the everlasting God, but also a man.

The constitution of the person of Christ is exceedingly diverse from

anything which exists among human beings. How two natures,

so infinitely difierent, can be united in one person ; how Christ can

be so constituted, that we can properly say of him, that he is God,

by whom all things were made, and yet that he is a child, that he

is a man, that he sufiers and dies— this is a matter which lies en-

tirely beyond our reach. It plainly follows, therefore, that what

the Bible teaches respecting the constitution of Christ, must be

attended with mystery which is past finding out.

The other subject of revelation which I shall here notice is, the

works of God. And with respect to these, there are three points,

on which our reason must fail of forming adequate conceptions.

First, the particular reasons why God chose such a system. Second,

the peculiar manner of his working. Third, the nature and con-

nections of the works themselves.
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The reasons of the system which God has adopted, he in his

own infinite perfections. He chose such a system, because he saw

that it was suitable to his own attributes, and that, taken in its

whole extent and duration, it would accomplish the best purposes.

This system is in fact perfectly wise and good, if it has these pro-

perties, namely, if it is perfectly suited to the divine attributes,

and is adapted to accomplish the best ends. Now the very fact,

that the present system is perfectly wise and good, clearly implies

that it is far above our comprehension. As the excellence of the

system consists essentially m its adaptedness to the perfections of

God ; it must in this respect be as really incomprehensible to us,

as those perfections are. For how can we determine what system

of things will be suited to the divine attributes, unless we have a

perfect knowledge of those attributes ?

Again ; we are incompetent judges of the goodness of the sys-

tem which God has chosen, because we do not and cannot know

its whole extent. A man, whose knowledge should be confined to

a small village, would be a very mcompetent judge of the interests

of a large kingdom. And if his knowledge should extend to a

single kingdom, and should stop there, he would be very incompe-

tent to judge of the interests of a large number of kingdoms

united. The same as to the subject before us. Could we know

ever so perfectly any particular part of the system of God's works,

even so large a part as the world we inhabit, we should still be

incompetent judges of the goodness of the whole system taken

together. For that which would appear to be a fault in one part,

taken by itself, might be an excellence, if that part is taken m
connection with all the other parts. It is then manifest that, until

we have a perfect knowledge of the whole extent of the creation,

we cannot be competent judges of the particular reasons why such

a system was adopted. *

But suppose we had a comprehensive view of the whole extent

of the creation, at the present time, we should still be incompetent

to judge of the wisdom and goodness of the system, or of the

particular reasons of its being chosen, unless we could have a

perfect view of its operations and results in all future time.
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The system is to continue forever. This is a matter of inconceivable

consequence, and must be taken into the account in order to a

right judgment of the reasons why it was adopted. For it is

•easy to see, that a system which is desig-ned for endless duration,

must in various respects be different from one designed for a short

continuance. If designed to be of a short continuance, it must

be so contrived, that all the good intended, shall be effected in a

short time. In the other case, the allwise Contriver may judge it

best, that the good intended shall be effected gradually— that the

system shall advance perpetually from one degree of glory to

another. It must be so. Accordingly the excellence of the sys-

tem must be estimated, not by its present appearances— not by

the good already accomplished, but by its everlasting results— by

the whole amount of good which will be effected in an endless

futurity. Of this amount no one can judge, without knowing per-

fectly the properties, relations, and operations of aU parts of the

universe, and foreseeing every event that will take place, and

every mstance of good that will be brought about, thi'ough eternal

ages. And who that falls short of omniscience, can make any

approxunation to this unbounded knowledge ?

You perceive then that the very fact, that the system which God

has chosen is pei'fectly wise and good, necessarily implies, that it

exceeds all finite comprehension. To be wise and good in the

highest degree, it must be founded m reasons which can be com-

prehended by omniscience only. To suppose it founded in rea-

sons within the reach of the human understanding, is to suppose it

imperfect. If it should be merely commensurate with the hmited

intellect of creatures, it wovild. be unsuitable to the divuie per-

fections, and to the great end of the divine administration. I

repeat the important truth, that if the system of creation is so

contrived, as to agree with the views of infinite wisdom, and

secure the object of infinite benevolence, it must be foxmded in

reasons inscrutable to man.

A second point, on which reason fails of forming adequate

views, is the peculiar manner of the divine operation. If we

could have a perfect knowledge of our own manner of exercising



INCOMPREHENSIBLE. 23

power, this would not imply that we are capable of comprehending

the manner of divine operation. For there are several character-

istics in our agency, which remove it to the greatest distance from

the agency of God. First, we act dependently, or by power

derived from another. This is a truth of which we have continual

notice. It is very obvious, that the effects usually connected with

our vohtions, instead of being produced by any proper and inde-

pendent efficiency in us, depend ultimately and entirely on the will

of a superior Being. We are instruments in the hands of him

who made us. And though we are voluntary, active, and power-

ful instruments, we are as dependent as though we were without

action, without volition, and without power. We have never

kno^vn in ourselves, or in others, any instance in which the effects

produced by action, and the action itself, did not depend ultimate-

ly on the will of God. In these circumstances, what idea can we

form of an agency absolutely independent— an agency which can

be neither suspended nor varied by any other power ?

Our agency tenninates upon things already made. We have

power to change the form and situation of bodies, and the state of

minds to Avhich we have access. This is all we can do. Creative

power, or that which originates existence, either physical or spir-

itual, is widely different in its nature, from the power which belongs

to us. We do not fail of putting forth a creative act, because our

power is not great enough in degree. Any supposable increase

of power, such as we possess, would bring us no nearer to an abil-

ity to create. There is no action of dependent beings which

bears any real likeness to the act of creative power. The act of

creating is so far above our manner of working, and so inconceiv-

able, that many philosophers have denied the possibiUty of it ; and

we must all deny the possibility of creation, unless we admit wliat

is incomprehensible. For who can understand how God causes

that to be, which before was not ? It is granted, that God is

not material, or has not matter in himself. Now how can he

produce that which he has not in himself, except in the way of

derivation from something without him ? But if he derives any

thing from some other thing, he does not create it. And if it is
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inconceivable how God creates tlungs, great or small, it is stili

more inconceivable how he does it without anything like what we

call an effort— how he creates by a word, saying, let there be

hght, let there be a universe, with instantaneous efficacy. The

exertion of the power of God has nothing like human labor. A
great work is as easy to him as a small one,— to create a world, as

to move a leaf. The exercise of his power in the highest instances

imaginable, for millions of ages without mterniption, is attended

with no degree of weariness. He continually bears up mountains,

earth, sun, planets, worlds, without fatigue or need of rest. And
if he Avilled to enlarge the creation a thousand fold, it would be

done as soon as willed. No man can turn his thoughts seriously

to this subject, without being convinced, that the peculiar manner

in which God exercises power, is infinitely removed from the ken

of human reason.

It might be made to appear, in many other ways, that the man-

ner of God's working is inscrutable. How can God be, and con-

tinue to be, the cause of all things— the universal, all powerful

agent ; while yet there are so many other beings, living, moving,

and existing in him, who have a real agency and responsibihty of

their own ? How can God work in believers both to will and to

do, while his agency is concealed, and they are properly conscious

of nothing but their own agency ? How can he foreordain the

existence of moral e\Tl, and so arrange and govern things that it

"will actually take place, while yet he gives it no countenance, for-

bids it by his law, and will inflict endless punishment on those who

commit it, as the proper and responsible authors of it ? These

and other hke questions may be quickly answered by superficial

minds. But men who think profoundly, will find a depth not to be

explored ; and while they see clearly the efiects of divine opera-

tion, will confess themselves ignorant of the mode of it.

We come now to the third point, on which reason fails of attaiBing

to a complete knowledge, viz. the nature and connections of the

divine works. We may be acquainted with their nature, so far as

is necessary to the end of our being, while our knowledge is still

very imperfect. The most enlightened philosopher has never dis-



INCOMPREHENSIBLE. 25

covered all the properties of a single body, mucli less of a single

mind. With respect to the whole extent of the works of God,

our ignorance is extreme. For example, what do we know of the

peculiar nature of angels ?— of their mode of existing and acting,

acquiring knowledge, and eonversmg with one another, and ^vith

God ? And what do we know of the numberless worlds which

God has made, so many of which we see with the naked eye, or

discover with the help of the telescope, in the evening sky ?

And what do we know of the beings that inhabit them ? And we

can have at present only an imperfect knowledge of the relations

existing among the creatures of God. With the relations of man-

kind towards one another, we are indeed sufficiently acquainted.

But of our relation to other intelligent beings, and of the peculiar

manner in which they are affected by our feelings and conduct,

and we by theirs, and in which our interests and theirs are con-

nected, we have but a very obscure conception. Our relation to

God can be known only m part. In some important respects

it may be truly set forth by earthly relations, as the relation of

children to a father, of subjects to a ruler, of servants to a mas-

ter, of sheep to a shepherd, and of clay to a potter. But these

earthly relations, when used to represent our relations to God, are

to be understood in a metaphorical sense, and are chiefly intended

to teach us the duties which on our part are involved in the relation,

and the various blessings which it secures to those who obey. But

cf the connections existing among other orders of intelhgent beings,

we are almost entirely ignorant. All parts of the intelligent crea-

tion are doubtless connected together, so as to make one society,

one complete system. But who can tell what the connection is,

especially between beings of different orders ; what knowledge

they have of each other ; what is the mode of their intercourse, and

in what manner or degree they participate in each others weal or

wo ? Who can answer the question, whether different orders of

beings, far distant from each other in place, and for the present

totally unacquainted with each other, may not still be, in some way,

connected together ; whether tliis connection will not, m future

time, be made known to them, and what effect such knowledge

VOL. I. 3
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will produce, and what influence their connection, at present uiv

known to them, has upon the administration of the omniscient God

towards each of them ? Verily, the knowledge of these thuigs

" is too wonderful for us ; it is high, we cannot attain unto it,"

Here I close my fii-st argument in support of the proposition,

that the doctrines taught us by revelation must relate to subjects

incomprehensible to man.

My second argument is from the Bible itself. What then does

this sacred volume teach relative to the subject before us ? Do

the inspired writers attempt to make the subjects of which they

treat, level to the human understanding ? Do they undertake to

put an end to mysteries ? For satisfaction on this point let us

repair to their writings.

The first passage which occurs, is in the history of the dedica-

tion of the Temple. Impressed with the surpassing greatness of

God, Solomon exclaims— "Behold heaven, and the heaven of

heavens cannot contain thee." In the book of Job we find some

striking representations of the incomprehensibility of God, which

are in perfect agreement with the general language of Scripture.

" Canst thou by searchmg find out God ? Canst thou find out the

Almighty unto perfection." One great end of the address, which

the Lord made to Job from the wliirlwind, was, to teach him and

his friends, that the divine perfections and works transcend the

comprehension of man. The Psalms in like manner teach, that

the greatness of God is unsearchable ; that his knowledge is too

wonderful for us— so high that we cannot attain unto it ; that his

miderstanding is infinite. Isaiah exclaims, "there is no searching

of his understanding." The Apostle, who was taught in the third

heavens, cries out, " the depth of the riches both of the wisdom

and knowledge of God 1 How unsearchable are his judgments

!

and his ways past findmg out !" and he elsewhere declares, that

God dwelleth in light which no man can approach imto ; that no

man hath seen or can see him ; that his love passeth knowledge.

The instructions of the Bible are similar respecting the works

of God. It teaches, that he doeth great things and unsearcha-

ble ; that his judgments are a great deep, and his footsteps not
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known ; that only a little portion of him is heard ; that his thoughts

and ways are as high above ours, as the heavens are above the

earth.

Thus you see, that men of the clearest views and the highest

attainments in spiritual things—men inspired by the Holy Ghost,

and div'inely authorized to teach the doctrines of religion, make

no pretensions to a capacity large enough to comprehend the per-

fections and works of God, or to give instruction which would ren-

der them comprehensible to others. But this is not all. They

not only make no pretensions to this, but expressly disclaim it.

They take special care to guard us against supposing, that the

revelation which they communicated from God, was ever intended

to put an end to mysteries, or that it could possibly have any

other effect, than to increase them. Now if God himself, who

deigns to teach mankind the truths of reUgion, still leaves those

truths in many respects enveloped in clouds and darkness ; and

if he moreover makes it one fundamental doctrine, that the sub-

jects of revelation are incomprehensible ; what must be our con-

clusion ? Is God unwilling to impart the knowledge, which would

be advantageous to us, and which we are capable of receiving ?

Must not our conclusion rather be, that God has communicated all

the knowledge which would be of practical utility, but that the

subjects of religion, from their very nature, exceed the capacity of

finite minds ; and that they cannot be made fully comprehensible

to us, unless we can first be freed from all the appointed limita-

tions of our knowledge, and can be endued with an intellectual

faculty, equal to that of the uncreated, infinite mind.

While the inspired writers declare, that the things of reli-

gion are incomprehensible, their manner in writmg evidently cor-

responds with their declarations. When anything mysterious is

brought into view, do they show surprise ? Never. On the con-

trary, they appear to be familiar with the idea of mystery, and

constantly to bear in mind, that the divine perfections and works

surpass the highest mtellect of creatures. This they always take

for granted. Accordingly, they are so far from making any

attempt to divest religion of its mysteries, that they are continu-
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ally dii'ecting our attention to subjects which are profoundly mys-

terious— always leaving mysteries unexplained. They teach that

there is a God— a Being existing without begimiing or cause;

that though a pure Spirit, he gives existence to matter ; that

he is present in all places ; knows all events, past and future

;

that he sustains the world, and governs moral agents ; that by his

sovereign power he directs and controls rational beings, while they,

without the least hinderance, exercise a free and justly accounta-

ble agency. But do they explain the mode of the divine operar

tion in such cases ? Do they tell us how these things can be ?

Not a word of this. They simply announce these great truths,

and then leave them.

I must say, moreover, that the inspired writers continually bring

to view new mysteries— mysteries superadded to those which are

suggested to reason by the common operations of God. What

they teach of the divine character in the work of redemption is,

if possible, more incomprehensible, than anything known before.

They declare that God is gracious, as well as just ; that the Son

of God was made flesh and dwelt among us ; that he suffered for

our sins, rose for our justification, and is our contmual intercessor

at the right hand of the Father ; that the Holy Spirit is sent into

the world to enlighten and sanctify sinners ; that the invisible Sar

viour reigns in Zion ; that he will keep his own people, and sufler

none of them to perish ; and that he exercises unUmited dominion

over the creation. These are some of the new subjects unfolded

in the gospel revelation. But do inspired writers give any expla-

nation of these new and mysterious doctrines ? Do they take

away the unsearchableness of divine grace ? Do they explain

how the word, who was God, became flesh ? or how, after the

assumption of human nature, he could still be one person ? or

how the sufferings of an innocent and holy being could, with pro-

priety, be substituted for the sufferings of the guilty ? Do they

teach what is the exact manner of his intercession in heaven, or

of his invisible agency on earth ? Do they explain how the Holy

Spirit, unseen, unheard, and whose influence we know not, except

from affections and actions which are properly our own, ill\mii-
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nates and sanctifies the heart ? Not a word of all this. Instead

of any attempts to explain these subjects, or to make them level

to our minds, they cry out, Oh the depth ! unsearchable ! past

finding out ! In the name of the Lord they proclaim the truth,

point out its practical use, and require us to receive it vnth meek-

ness and faith, and then they have done.

Reflect now upon the practical use of the principle which I

have endeavored so particularly to illustrate. That the perfec-

tions and works of God so far transcend the utmost power of our

understandings, is a truth rich in blessings, and is adapted to

satisfy the boundless aspirings of our spii-itual nature. A religion

without mysteries could never gain the respect and reverence of

intelligent beings. A God, possessed of no attributes beyond the

reach of our limited faculties, could not be the object of our

supreme veneration and confidence. We must have a religion

which abounds in mysteries. A religion— if there could be such

a refigion— destitute of what is mysterious, would be the object

of contempt. There is a principle inherent in the human mind,

which leads us to crave that which is inconceivably great. We
aspire after an object, whose sublimity exceeds the reach of our

thouglits. After we have climbed to the highest accessible part

of a mountain, we love to stand and gaze at those heights which

are inaccessible. In hke manner, we love to lose ourselves in the

sublime and the profound of divine truth. We must have a God,

in whom there is the unknown and the unknowable. Deep in our

mental constitution, we have a curiosity which is boundless— a

desire which cannot be repressed, to extend our knowledge beyond

its present lunits. And what could we do with this far-reaching

desire, were it not for those doctrines of natural and revealed

rehgion, which furnish the means of its gratification ? There is

no occasion to turn aside from the simplicity of divine truth, and

to attempt, by factitious mysteries, to meet the cravings of a

superstitious mind. The essential doctrines of rehgion, as made

known by the works and word of God, have mysteries in great

abundance— mysteries arising from the very nature of the subjects

to which those doctrines relate. Those subjects, particularly those
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brought to view in the gospel revelation, have a height and depth,

a length and breadth, which will give endless employment, and

endless pleasure to our ever active and immortal spirits. We may

continually apply ourselves to the most earnest contemplation of

these subjects, and may increase our knowledge for ages of ages

without end, while this perpetual increase will show, more and

more clearly, the imperfection of our knowledge, and will continu-

ally disclose to our improved intellect what is more and more

unsearchable. what a blessed eternity it wiU be to angels and

saints, to be forever advancing in the knowledge and enjoyment of

those divine and glorious objects, which will be forever incompre-

hensible !

In pursuing this discussion further, I might make use of the

argument from analogy. Butler, in his excellent work on the

Analogy of Religion to the constitution and course of nature, makes

use of analogy chiefly, not as direct evidence of the truths of rehg-

ion, but as a means of answering objections. In this view the

argument is often of great value. For when objections are made

against the truths of religion, which may be made with equal

strength against what we know to be true in the course of nature
;

such objections can have no weight.

Now one of the standing allegations of unbelievers against

Christianity is, that it is exposed to unanswerable objections, and that

its doctrines are mysterious and incomprehensible, and conse-

quently of no use. But the same unbehevers admit principles in

natural science, which are equally mysterious and incomprehen-

sible, and exposed to difficulties and objections which we are

equally unable to solve. As to this allegation, the remark of

Origen is sufficient to satisfy Christians ; namely— " He who be-

Heves the Scripture to have proceeded from him who is the Author

of nature, may well expect to find the same sort of difficulties in

it, as are found in the constitution of nature."

There are various doctrines in philosophy, which are clearly

demonstrated, and which all men of intelhgence beheve, which

are in some respects, mysterious and incomprehensible, and are

attended with insolvable difficulties. Now, if this is the case with
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natural science, which relates to objects which are visible— ob-

jects, many of which are very minute, and all of them finite ; must

it not be true of revelation, which relates to objects which are

invisible— objects inconceivably sublime, and the chief of them

possessed of attributes which are infinite ? Is it not then strange,

that men can be found, who profess to be friends to deep investi-

gation, and who are no skeptics in philosophy, but fuUy beheve all

its principles, however mysterious and incomprehensible, who yet

start at what is mysterious and incomprehensible in religion—
as though mysteries were to be less expected in invisible things,

than in visible— in the uncreated and infinite, than in the created

and finite

!



LECTURE III.

ARE ANY DOCTRINES OF REVELATION CONTRARY TO REASON?

The ineomprehensibleness of the subjects of religion, to which

I called your attention in the previous Lecture, is often treated

as a matter of mere speculation. All thinking men must occa-

sionally bruig it into view, and must admit that the doctrines of

revelation do, in many respects, exceed the limits of the human

understanding. But as soon as they come to the consideration of

any particular doctrines, and meet with difficulties and mysteries,

they generally lose sight of the principle which they had admitted,

and either go about to frame some hypothesis, which will afiford an

•explanation of the subject, or they suffer every difficulty and mys-

tery to weaken if not to destroy their faith. The belief of the

ineomprehensibleness of the subjects of revelation, in order to be

of any special use, must become an active principle. It must be

wrought into our habit of thinking— must occur to the mind con-

tinually, whenever there is occasion for it ; and produce such an

effect upon our thoughts and feelings, that no difficulties, however

great, shall diminish our confidence in any doctrine estabhshed

by the authority of God.

There is a question, nearly allied to the subject already consi-

dered, which may be properly introduced in this place. And as I

shall wish not to have occasion to encounter it again and again, I

shall give you, in one unbroken view, the substance of what I have

to offer.

The subjects of revelation, we have seen, are above the compre-

hension of reason. But are any of its doctrines contrary to rea-

son ? This is the question. The answer must depend chiefly, if



IS REVELATION CONTRARY TO REASON? 33

not entirely, upon the sense in which the word reason is used.

Hitherto I have used it as denoting the whole intellectual capacity

of the mind— the whole strength of the understanding, improved

to the highest degree possible. But the Avord is used in different

senses. And it is often used in a very indeterminate, vague

sense. It becomes necessary then to attend to the different mean-

ings wliich the word is made to bear, so that we may, in each

case, adjust the answer to the real import of the question.

Are any doctrines of revelation, then, conti-ary to reason ? If

by reason is meant, rigJit reason— the reason or understanding of

one who judges impartially on the doctrines of Scripture ; then the

answer is negative. It is hardly necessary to say, that the doc-

trines of revelation are not contrary to the infinite understanding

of God. All religious truths must harmonize with the divine mtel-

ligence, which is the highest reason in the imiverse. And it is

equally clear, that they must be agreeable to the reason of created

beings, so far as their reason acts in harmony with the understand-

ing of God. The reason of man, when sulficiently enlightened,

and mider the guidance of holy affection, does in its judgments

agree with the mind of God ; of course, it receives those doctrine^.

which are an expression of his mind. And it yields a ready con-

sent to those doctrines, even when it sees no dired;*evidence of

their truth. There are many cases in which this direct evidence,

as I have called it, is wanting. We can perceive no sufficient

grounds of belief in the doctrines themselves. We carefully look

at them, but we do not discover any such evidence of their truth

as would warrant our belief, except the mere declaration of God.

In all such cases, right reason gives its assent to the doctrines of

Scripture indirectly. It holds, first, that Crod cannot lie. It then

holds the certam inference, that all the doctrines which he reveals

must be true. Of course those doctrines which are most mys-

terious, and which at first view appear most repugnant to reason,

gain the full assent of reason. In this way, every doctrine of the

Bible appears perfectly reasonable. For surely reason finds noth-

ing inconsistent in the idea, that God is true. Now the God of

truth announces a doctrine of religion, or a future event. That
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doctrine, or event, before it is divinely announced, maj appear in-

consistent with reason. Declare it in your own name, and by your

own authority, and reason may refuse its assent. And it may do

this very properly. To believe it on human authority, might be

very unreasonable. But the moment God declares it, it becomes

perfectly reasonable to believe it. Reason would discard one of

its first principles, if it should not beheve it. Nor is this repre-

senting reason as capricious, rejecting a proposition one minute,

and receiving it the next, without any proper grounds. Rejecting

the proposition in the first case supposed, may be very suitable,

because it is declared only by fallible man, and it has not, in itself,

any clear evidence of its truth. But when God declares it, the

case is different. The proposition is the same, but not the evi-

dence of it. In the first case, it has no evidence, but the vmau-

thorized assertion of an ignorant, fallible man ; which, viewed in

the most favorable light, may be nothing better than conjecture,

and may afford no proper ground of belief. In the other case, the

proposition has the most satisfactory evidence— it rests on the word

of God. This is the highest e^ddence, and therefore renders the

belief perfectly agreeable to right reason. In such instances, rea-

son is so far from being capricious, that it acts in the only reason-

able and consistent manner ; that is according to evidence.

This view of the subject might be illustrated by the instance of

Noah, who believed that the world would be destroyed by a uni-

versal deluge— which it would have been very unreasonable to

believe, had it not been for the declaration of God ; by the in-

stance of Abraham also, who, on the ground of the di\dne word,

confidently believed things which, aside from that word, would have

been incredible ; and by the instance of every one who, merely

from his confidence in God, cordially believes those doctrines of

revelation, which are entirely beyond the discovery and the com-

prehension of reason.

Do you ask whether the word of God could make a real false-

hood or absurdity credible ? My reply is, that it would be the

greatest of all absurdities and falsehoods to suppose, that such a

Being as God would ever give his vord for such a purpose. He



CONTRARY TO REASON? 35

does indeed declare some things which may have to us, at first

view, an appearance of inconsistency and falsehood. But it must

be an appearance merely, and not a reality. For we know, and

must always remember, that Crod cannot lie.

Thus far the word reason has been used in its highest, best

sense— to signify, first, the infinite understanding of God, and

then the reason of those who have confidence in God, and readily

assent to all the doctrines revealed in his word. Tliis is ri(/ht

reason. The doctrines of the Bible, instead of being contrary to

reason thus understood, gain its full assent. To say that reason,

taken in this sense, regards any of the doctrines of revelation as

false or absurd, would be to say, that reason discards one of its

own highest and most obvious principles.

But here comes up a difficulty. Hume asserts, that the Scrip-

ture doctrine of miracles is contrary to reason ; and Priestley and

Belsham assert the same as to the doctrines of the Trinity, atone-

ment, and election. They are doubtless sincere in their assertions.

WTien they say, that these doctrines are unreasonable, we must

believe that they speak according to their own real convictions.

Now what shall we do with cases of this kind ? These three men,

who regard important doctrines of Scripture as inconsistent with

reason, represent a large class of men, both learned and unlearned,

to whom the doctrines of revelation appear totally contrary to

reason, and exceedingly absurd. The common and just position

is, that the doctrines of Scripture are not contrary to reason.

But the men referred to say, they are contrary to reason. Shall

we charge them with saying this hastily, and without considera-

tion ? But they say this after long and earnest inquiry. Shall

we charge them with being deficient in intellectual powers ? But

they are known to be distinguished for these, and also for their

acquisitions in various branches of knowledge. Shall we charge

them with asserting what they do not beheve ? This would be

uncandid and unjust ; for there is satisfactory evidence of their

sincerity. How then can we reconcile these facts with the com-

mon and important principle, that no doctrines of revelation are

contrary to reason ? The only satisfactory solution of the diffi-
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culty appears to be this. When Hume, Priestley and Belsham

say, that the doctrines referred to are contrary to reason, they

speak of their own reason, as it exists in themselves, and in others

like them. For surely Hume would not say that the Scripture

doctrine of miracles is contrary to the reason of Campbell ; and

Priestley and Belsham would not say, that the doctruies of the

Trinity, atonement and election are contrary to the reason of

Calvin, Boyle, and Wilberforce. For these evangelical writers

must surely know what their own reason is, and how it operates,

and what is consistent with it, and what is contrary to it. The

fact then, freed from all ambiguity, is, that particular doctrines

are contrary to reason, as it exists in some men, and agreeable to

reason, as it exists in others. And this brings us to a point which

is exceedingly obvious, to wit, that reason is formed to a different

habit and exists in a different state, in some men, from what it does

in others. In some, it is enlightened from above, and sanctified

;

and so its judgments are in confonnity with the mind of God,

which utters itself in the teachmgs of revelation. In others, rear

son is blinded and perverted by sin, and, acting as it does under

the influence of corrupt passions, its judgments are contrary to

the doctrines of Scripture. And if blinded, misguided reason is

in its judgments contrary to the doctrines of Scripture, those doc-

trines are contrary to misguided reason. The contrariety is

mutual. Thus all appears evident. The common position is sus-

tained, that no doctrines of revelation are contrary to reason—
that is reason as it should he— right reason— reason exercised

in revering the character of God, in cordially submittiag to his

authority, and hi receiving as certain truth, whatever he declares.

But it does not follow, that the doctrines of Scripture are not

contrary to corrupt reason. It would rather seem to be a matter

of course, that those doctrines which agree with right reason, Avill

disagree with perverted reason.

Some speak of reason as an abstract principle, and as always

one and the same, admitting of no change ; and hold that what

agrees with it in one instance, must agree with it in all instances.

But is it so ? When or where did reason ever exist, or how can
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it exist, separately from the minds of rational beings ? And is it

not influenced— are not its judgments, aifected by the governing

disposition or state of those in whom it resides ? The intellectual

faculty may be of the same general nature in all minds. But it

exerts different degrees of strength and it forms dififerent hab-

its of reasoning and judging, in minds of one character, from what

it does in minds of another character. And these different habits

of reasoning and judging, constitute what we may call the charac-

ter of reason. And who can doubt, that the faculty of reason

may have different characters, as well as the persons in whom it

resides ?

The question under consideration may very properly be stated

in another form ; namely, whether any of the doctrines of Scrip-

ture are contrary to the views and judgments of rational beings.

The question in this form must receive different answers. None

of the doctrines of revelation are contrary to the views and judg-

ments of enlightened and consistent Christians. But some of

these doctrines are contrary to the \'iews and judgments of those,

who are enslaved by their evil passions, and are given over to

pervert the truth, and to believe a lie.

Does any one say, that the faculty of reason is incapable of ex-

isting in states and forming judgments so different ? I acknowl-

edge this to be the case in regard to some subjects ; for example,

the principles and demonstrations of geometry. Here, those who

Avill alloAV themselves to thmk, cannot but think alike. But is it so

in regard to those subjects, on which our \'iew8 and judgments are

influenced by our dispositions and habits of mind ? Wliat • does

Scripture teach ? And what do experience and observation teach ?

They teach, that mankind are alienated from the life of God

through the ignorance that is in them, because of the blindness

of their hearts ; that the world by wisdom knows not God ; that

to some the doctrines of the cross are foolishness ; that the reason

of unsanctified men is darkened and misguided. Now the con-

trariety of gospel doctrines to darkened and misguided reason,

results necessarily from their truth. Doctrines which are infallibly

true, must be contrary to that which is false. No one doubts that
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the truths of revelation may be contrary to the irregular and

depraved dispositions of man. And why may they not be equally

contrary to those actings of his reason, which are influenced by

his depraved dispositions ?

In cases where men's judgments are false, it is sometimes said

that they do not use their reason. And if by their not using their

reason, is meant that they do not use it right; this is what I am
contending for. But if by their not using their reason be meant,

that they do not in any way exercise their rational powers ; this

caimot be true. For in the cases referred to, the rational powers

of men are often exercised diligently and intensely in pursuit

of their favorite objects.

It might easily be shown, that the faculty of reason, hoAvever

perverted and degraded, can never be destroyed ; and that it will

finally see the clear light of truth, and judge correctly on moral

subjects. But it is certain that sin tends for the present to

obscure the light of reason, and to fill the mind with extravagant

and pernicious errors.

But the question, whether any doctrines of revelation are con-

trary to reason, is sometimes put in a sense which is altogether

mdefinite and vague. One man tells us that, in the inquiry before

us, he means to speak of reason in general— reason in the

abstract. But Ave do not certainly know what he would signify

by general or abstract reason. If he means to ask, whether any

doctrines of revelation are contrary to the infinite reason of God ;

we answer, no. If he means to ask, whether they are contrary

to the reason of angels ; we still answer, no. If his question is,

whether any doctrines of revelation are contrary to the reason of

manldnd ; then we hesitate, because the reason of some men

differs essentially in its judgments from the reason of others. The

doctrines of revelation may be contrary to reason, as it developed

itself in Hume, Priestly and Belsham. But they are not by any

means contrary to reason, as it appeared in Pa\il, Peter and John

;

or as it appeared in Cahnn, Charnock and Edwards. If the

inquirer means to ask, whether any doctrines of revelation can be

supposed to be contrary to reason, as it exists and acts in himself;
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I should answer, that it depends altogether upon the state of his

reason, or his habit of thinking. Should he ask, whether any

doctrines of revelation are contrary to the reason of the majority

of mankind ; the answer would depend upon the character of the

majority. In one age, the majority may reason so incorrectly, as

to think the doctrines of revelation absurd. But in another age,

the majority may reason correctly, and think those doctrines per-

fectly reasonable.

The questions which arise on this subject, and the seeming diffi-

culties attending it, can, I think, be satisfactorily solved in no

way, but by making the distinction above suggested, between right

reason, and corrupt reason ; which is only a distinction between

reason under a right direction, and reason as it is perverted and

blinded by sin. Reason in the last sense, is no more right reason,

than a sinner is sinless. To contend that reason in all cases must

be right, would be just as consistent, as to contend that affection

in all cases must be right. It is very evident, that whether the

opinions of men are right or wrong, they cannot cease to use their

reason, that is, their rational faculty, any more than they can

cease to use their will^ in their right or wrong volitions. Neither

truth nor error, neither belief nor unbelief, can be predicated of

one, in whom the rational powers are at rest, any more than walk-

ing and running can be predicated of one, whose bodily organs are

motionless. " The dispute," says one, " betwixt Christians and

unbelievers concerning reason, is not, whether men are to use their

own reason, any more than whether men are to see with their own

eyes ; but the question is, whether every man's reason must needs

guide him by its oivn light, and must cease to guide him, as soon

as it guides him by a light borrowed from revelation. This is the

true state of the question ; not whether reason is in any sense to

be our guide, but how it may be made a safe guide ?" " Chris-

tians pretend to no guide, which excludes the use of their reason

;

they pretend not to assert anything, but because it caimot be rea-

sonably denied. We oppose unbelievers, not because they reason,

but because they reason ill. We receive revelation, not to sup-

press the power of our reason, but to improve its light ; not to
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take away our right of judging for ourselves, but to secure us

from false judgments ; and whatever is required to be believed or

practised by revelation, is only so far required as there is reason

for it. We do not therefore differ from unbehevers in the constant

use of our reason, but m the manner of using it."



LECTURE IV.

RIGHT APPLICATION OF REASON TO THE TEACHINGS OF REVE-

LATION.

The application of reason to the doctrines of Christianity is a

subject so difficult to be well understood, and erroneous opinions

concerning it have been so prevalent, and in some instances, have

been asserted with such confidence and plausibility, that I have

thought it necessary to give " line upon line, precept upon pre-

cept." I have wished to awaken attention to the principles which

should regulate our inquiries ; and not only to awaken attention to

them, but to dwell upon them till they become familiar. I would

gladly aid you, as far as possible, in your endeavors to correct all

those mental habits, which would hinder you from rightly appre-

hending and believing the truths of religion, or would diminish

their salutary influence. Wishing to afford all the assistance in

my power in your pursuit of theological science, I shall now lay

distinctly before you, a few of the practical principles and rules to

he observed in the application of reason to the peculiar and incomr

prehensihle subjects of revelation.

First. Remember that human reason is progressive. The infant

Newton had merely a capacity to receive instruction. A consid-

erable time was necessary for him to become acquainted with the

objects of sense first presented to his view, and with the simple

language of the nursery. That great philosopher was once igno-

rant; of the letters which composed his own name, and the name of

his favorite science. That great mathematician had to learn, that

4*
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two and two make four. In childhood as in youth his knowledge

gradually increased. When he became a man, he put away

childish things. The faculties of his mind rose to uncommon

strength. He began to look at creation with the eye of a philos-

opher. By examining the various phenomena of the natural

world, and by pursuing the science of demonstration, he succeeded

in clearing away the rubbish of ancient philosophy, and formed a

system which has enhghtened and astonished the world. Human
reason, in all its improvements, is slowly progressive. From the

ignorance of infancy, it rises to one gi'ade of knowledge above

another ; and who is able to mark its highest limit ? The apostle

teaches us, that as the knowledge of a man exceeds that of a

child, so the knowledge of behevers in the future state will exceed

the highest improvements which they make in the present life.

The fact thus briefly illustrated, that human reason is of a pro-

gressive nature, is suited to some important practical uses.

The first respects the arrangement of subjects, and the order of

our studies in theology. I will explain myself as clearly as possi-

ble. Newton when a child, was, in strength of intellect, very dif-

ferent from Newton when a man. Theorems and demonstrations,

which were plain and easy to him at the age of forty, were totally

beyond his grasp at twelve, or even twenty. The question is, how

shall the young philosopher grow in strength of understanding, so

as to be master of those theorems, which are now too hard for him ?

Shall he make those theorems the next subject of study, and en-

deavor, by one incessant, painful effort, to stretch his mind to a

comprehension of them ? This would be a mere waste of time.

For he may not yet understand the terms, in which the theorems are

set forth. Or if he does, he may not understand the previous

principles, which are involved in the theorems, and on which their

truth depends. His proper business is, to become famiharly ac-

quainted with all those previous principles, and to accustom him-

self to apply them in the demonstration of truths within his reach

— rising gradually to those of a liigher and higher order. This

course will bring him at length so near to the sublimest theorems,

that he will have only to advance a single step further, in order
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to reach them. Once this last step was impossible ; now it is

easy.

The principle which I would impress upon you, may be illustra-

ted by the common method of acquiring the knowledge of geome-

try. A youth just entering on the study of Euchd's Elements,

would be totally unable either to demonstrate the forty-seventh

proposition of the first book, or to understand the demonstration

when stated by another. It would be absurd for him to attempt it.

He must first understand the previous principles, and the proper

method of applying them. After this the proposition becomes

perfectly intelligible, and the proof of it plain and certain. In

this respect there is an obvious analogy between mathematics and

theology. Doubtless we have lost much labor by grasping at

truths, Avhich have been at the time too high for us ; when our

proper business has been, to get as perfect a knowledge as possible

of plainer truths, and of all the principles on which those higher

truths depend, and from which they result. In order to our best

improvement in any science, it is important, that we ascertain at

every stage of our progress, what is the next subject of iilquiry,

and the next step to be taken. By reaching forward too far, or

attempting to go too fast, we may lose much, not only in the clear-

ness, but also in the extent of our knowledge. Our studies ought,

as far as possible, to be arranged in such order, that the present

subject of inquiry may stand next to the last, and every successive

acquisition of knowledge be one step in advance of the preceding.

And this is only saying, that in every stage of our progress, the

subject of inquiry should be suited to our present capacity, or to

the improvement already made.

The progressive nature of reason is adapted to another important

use, namely, that ive ought not in any case to conclude, that we

shall always he incapable of obtaining clear and satisfactory vieivs

of a subject, because we are now incapable. Newton, at the age

of twelve or fifteen, attempts to demonstrate soipe of the sublime

principles of philosophy, but finds they are beyond his reach. Shall

he conclude that they will be so forever ? To conclusions of this

nature we are constantly liable, in regard to the vast and incom-
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prehensible subjects of theology. We forget that we are in the

childhood of our being, just setting out in the pursuit of knowledge.

By some doctrine of revelation, or of natural theology, you find

yourselves perplexed and confounded. Intense wearisome study

affords no satisfaction. You are now tempted to conclude, that the

doctrine cannot be true ; or if you avoid this error, you are in

danger of falling into another, namely, that the doctrine can never

be satisfactorily understood. But how does this follow ? Do you

not understand some things now, which once appeared unintelligi-

ble ? And have you already attained to the highest point of know-

ledge, which is attainable ? Have you arrived at the end of your

probationary state ? Is no more time afforded you for searching

after heavenly wisdom ? Who can tell, what a few more years,

with an increasmg knowledge of facts, a sounder judgment, a better

method of reasoning, a better government of the passions, and

more divine teaching, may do for you ? The difficulties which now

perplex you, may vanish. Seeming inconsistencies may disappear,

and Hght be cast on subjects, now enveloped in obscurity. But, for

the highest knowledge of which you are capable, you must look to

the heavenly state. Thuak not that the obscurity which is now

mingled with your views of divine truth, is always to remain. Ad-

mit not the gloomy, discouraging thought, that after the low attain-

ments you make in the present world, you are to stop forever. If

we are what we profess to be, we shall not always see through a

glass darkly. Yet a little while, and we shall be where there is no

night ; where we shall see as we are seen, and know even as we

are known. While therefore we are humble in view of our present

ignorance, and make the best use of our present advantages, let us

patiently look for higher knowledge from the progressive improve-

ment of our minds, and the clearer light of eternity.

Secondly, Having now considered the progressive nature of

human reason, and some of the uses to be derived from that prin-

ciple, I proceed to another point in the application of reason to

theology, which has been hinted at in a previous Lecture, but

which deserves to be stated more distinctly. It is this ; that we

may affirm intelligible and momentous truths, and may have a cor-
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rect and salutary/ belief of them, although they relate to incompre-

hensible subjects. We may partially understand a subject, which

we cannot understand perfectly. We may lay down intelhgible

propositions and have an operative faith on a subject, considered

in one point of view, while in another point of view, it is not an

object either of our knowledge, or of our faith. Our inability to

comprehend the infinite God certainly does not imply, that we can

have no knowledge of him. It is clear from the Scriptures, that

the prophets and apostles had clear views of the divine character,

in some respects, though, in other respects, they were totally con-

founded. " The incomprehensibleness of God," says Saurin, " is

one of those doctrines, which we ought to defend with the greatest

zeal, because it has a mighty influence in morality and religion
;

but it would become a subversion of both, were it to be carried

beyond its just bounds. We have seldom met with a proposi-

tion more extravagant, than that of a certain bishop, namely

;

that before we affirm anythmg of a subject, we must perfectly

imderstand it. From hence he concluded, that we can affirm

nothing of any subject, because we do not perfectly understand

any. And from hence it naturally follows, that of the supreme

Being we have the least pretence to affirm anything, because we

have a less perfect knowledge of him, than of any other subject.

What absurd reasoning ! It shall suffice to observe, in general,

that ignorance of one part of a subject does not hinder the know-

ing of other parts of it ; nor ought it to hinder our affirmation of

what we do know. I do not perfectly understand the nature of

light ; however, I do know that it differs from darkness, and that

it is the medium by which objects become visible."

To these remarks of Saurin I add, that unless we may frame

intelligible propositions on incomprehensible subjects, we must ex-

clude from our discourse not only subjects of rare sublimity and

extent, but those which are most famihar, and with which we have

a daily concern. But who ever thinks of this ? Whatever re-

serve skeptical philosophers may judge proper, on a few mysterious

subjects in rehgion
;
yet who of them speaks with less freedom or

less confidence on the common course of events, or the daily inci-

dents of life, because they are, in some respects, inexplicable ?
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I must go still further and say, that we may discourse as intel-

ligibly, and with as much certainty and profit, on subjects which

are, in some respects, incomprehensible, as we could do if they

came perfectly within the sphere of our knowledge. In order to

render our affirmations on any subject capable of being certainly

imderstood, and applied to useful purposes, it is only necessary,

that our knowledge of the subject extend as far as our affirma-

tions. So far as the clearness and utihty of our discourse are

concerned, more knowledge than this is not required. The propo-

sitions of Newton in his Optics, respecting the diflerent refrangibi-

lity and colors of the rays of Ught, are as inteUigible, and as

worthy of belief, as though we perfectly understood the nature of

Ught. The phrases, I am hungry, I am thirsty, I love, I hate, are

used as properly by a child, as by a metaphysician ; and as pro-

perly by both, as they could be, if the nature of our appetites and

affections were perfectly comprehended. In order that our dis-

course on the subjects of common life may be inteUigible and use-

ful, nothing is necessary but that we simply express what is known,

nerer attempting to go a hair-breadth further. The propositions

which inductive philosophy has formed respecting the principle of

gravitation, are easy to be understood, and obviously true, so

far as they agree with the well known ' phenomena of material

bodies. But when philosophy, ambitious of higher achievements,

attempts to account for these phenomena, these original facts, by

hypotheses respecting the unknown and unknowable nature and

operations of matter, all becomes dark and doubtful. It is this

tendency of human reason to transgress its proper bounds— it is

this tendency of curiosity to busy itself about thmgs with which it

can never be acquamted, and with which we have no concern,

and which in many cases have no existence— it is this, and not

our Hmited capacity, which introduces uncertainty and perplexity

into moral and theological science. By trying to see things which

are invisible, we overstrain and mjure our sight, and so are be-

wildered respectmg those things, which are easily seen.

The principles wliich I have stated, are apphcable to all the

sciences, but especially and pre-eminently to theology. The
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author before quoted, makes the application in the following man-

ner :
" The exercise of my reasoning powers produceth in me

some incontestable notions of God, and from these notions immedi-

ately follow some certain results, which become the immovable

basis of my faith in his word, of my submission to his will, and of

my confidence in his promises. These notions and these conse-

quences compose the body of natural reUgion. There is a self-

existent Being. All creatures are derived from him, and he is the

only source of all their perfections. That Being, who is the

source of the perfections of all other beings, is wiser and more

powerful than the wisest and most powerful creatures, who derive

only a limited wisdom and power from him. From these uacon-

testable notions which reason gives us of God, follow such conse-

quences as these. If all creatures derive their being and preser-

vation from him, and if I ow^ to him all I am and all I have, he

is the only proper object of my supreme desires and hopes ; and I

am necessarily engaged to be grateful for his favors, and submis-

sive to his will. If creature perfections are only emanations from

him, the source of all perfections, I ought to have nobler senti-

ments of his perfections than of the perfections of creatures, how

elevated soever the latter may be. I ought to fear and trust him

more than I ought to fear and trust the mightiest and wisest of

men ; because the power of the mightiest and the prudence of the

wisest, is only an emanation of his— and so of the rest. Let it

be granted, that God is, in many respects, quite incomprehensible

— that we can attain to only a small degree of knowledge of this

infinite object. Yet, it will not follow, that the notions which rea-

son gives us of him, are less just, or that the consequences which

follow from these notions are less sure ; or that all the objections

which Ubertines pretend to derive from the incomprehensibility of

God against natural rehgion, do not evaporate and disappear."

" If reason afibrds us some proper notions of God, and if some

necessary consequences follow ; much more may we derive some

proper notions of God, and some sure consequences, from revela-

tion. It is a very sophistical way of reasoning, to allege the

darkness of revelation upon this subject, in order to obscure the
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light wliich it does actually afford us. The incomprehensiblenesg

of God does not imply, that we can know nothing of his charac-

ter— that we cannot discover in what cases he will approve our

conduct, and in what cases he will condemn it. It only imphes,

that finite minds cannot form complete ideas of God— that they

cannot know the whole sphere of his attributes, or foresee all the

effects they can produce.*'

Now, if reason and revelation give us some clear and incontes-

table ideas of the incomprehensible God ; we may surely express

those ideas in intelligible propositions, and use such propositions

for important practical purposes.

Robert Boyle, in various parts of Ms -writings, takes pains to

show, that we may properly meditate and discourae upon income

prehensible subjects. The result of his remarks is, that we may

speak of things, which we acknowledge to be, on some account or

other, above our reason ; that the ideas we have, though imper-

fect, may be intelligible, and of great utility— though what they

relate to may, in other respects, transcend our understanding.

I shall close my remarks on this topic by citing a passage from

Buffier's First Truths. He says, " The nature of the human mind

is, to know the existence of certain things, without being acquainted

with all their properties ; and to renounce the knoAvledge of their

existence, because we are incapable of fuDy knowing their proper-

ties, would be the same thing, as if a man should refuse to be con-

vinced that he remembers and thinks, because he cannot explain to

his satisfaction, in what wMnner he remembers and thinks. The

manner eludes our researches. Let us give it up. We suffer our-

selves to be perplexed with this, because we have no idea of it.

And yet this very circumstance should free our minds from all per-

plexity ; for any particular matter, of which we have no idea, is,

and ought to be, with respect to our reason and arguments, as

though it did not exist. A deficiency of knowledge, or a thing

unknown, never makes any alteration in real knowledge, or a thing

known. We know not in what manner the First Being exists ; we

nevertheless know that he does exist. We do not comprehend the

measure of his eternity ; we however conceive its reahty and neces-
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sity. We do not conceive in what manner he produced all things
;

but we very well conceive, that he must have produced them. In

fine, we have not an idea of all that the supreme Author of the

universe is in himself ; but we have a very clear idea, that he must

certainly possess, in a superlative degree, all the qualities, which

deserve our admiration, esteem and love."— To express these

plain, useful ideas in a suitable manner to one another, is a princi-

pal design of language.— I now come to my
Third rule. Admit no doctrine without jjroof sufficient in its

kind, and suited to the nature of the subject. Even when the sub-

jects of inquiry are very abstruse, and endued with peculiar attri-

butes, so that we must judge of them by diiferent rules, from what

we make use of in judging of things more familiar ; still we ought

never to give our assent to anything as truth, without sufficient

reason. And although whatever is above reason, may have attri-

butes which are, in some respects, unsearchable
;
yet we are not to

beheve that such attributes actually belong to it, without proof. If

in any case our belief is not grounded on rational argument, it is

imreasonable and puerile. If it is grounded on rational argument,

let the argument be produced. For though the subject to which

the proposition relates, is above human reason, still the argument,

being fi-amed by reason, ought to be intelligible. There is no need

that I should here mention the difference, which I trust has already

been made manifest, between our being fully able to comprehend

the nature of a thing, and being able to give an intelligible reason

for some proposition respecting it.

The rule I have laid down is, that no doctrine is to be admitted

without proof sufficient in its kind, and suited to the nature of the

subject. Mathematical truth must have mathematical evidence.

Historical truth must have historical evidence
;
philosophical truth

pliilosophical evidence ; and moral truth, moi-al evidence. For ex-

ample ; if I assert that the Bible is divinely inspired, I must show

that it has undeniable marks of divine inspiration. I must prove,

by incontestable arguments, that it came from God. The rule ap-

plies also to the doctrines of the Bible. These doctrines relate

principally to the character and purposes of God— to the great

VOL. I. 5
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plan of his operations in providence and redemption— to the char-

acter and dntj of man, and to what will take place after death.

Now what is the kind of proof that is sufficient to establish these

doctrines ? It cannot be mathematical proof; because the s^^bjects

are not of a mathematical nature. It cannot be of such a kind as

belongs to the science of physics ; because the peculiar doctrines

of the Bible are not, like the doctrines of physical science, founded

on phenomena, which are obvious to our senses. The proof cannot

consist of the testimony of uninspired men ; because the knowledge

of uninspired men does not extend to these subjects. Nor can the

proof consist in deductions from any moral tniths, which are obvious

to natural reason. The proof of the peculiar doctrines of the

Bible must consist, in the testimony of God Jdmself. On these

subjects no being but God has adequate knowledge ; and conse-

quently no one else is able to give us certain infoi-mation. If there-

fore we ever have any belief respecting the peculiar subjects laid

before us in the Scriptures, it must of necessity be founded on the

testimony of God. This is proof sufficient in its kind. We can

have no other. The subject admits no other, and if other evidence

could be had, this would still be the highest and most satisfac-

tory. In things which come within our reach, we are satisfied

with the evidence of our own reason and senses. But the evidence

which the testimony of the infinite God affords, is of far higher

authority. We always admit the testimony of men, in cases where

they are considered as impartial and competent witnesses. But

the testimony of God is far greater. Who can pretend that the

ground of our faith in the peculiar doctrines of revelation, is less

substantial or sure, than the ground of our belief in those things

with which we are conversant in common life ? Here, our belief

is founded on the testimony of our senses. And what is the tes-

timony of our senses, but the method by which God makes us ac-

quainted with the sensible world around us ? The Author of our

nature speaks to us, in this case, through the medium of our bodily

organs— a medium sufficiently certain for the common purposes of

the present life. But it is not always infallible, and never was in-

tended to be. Nor is there any necessity that it should be. In
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the other case, our faith is founded on revelation. And what is

revelation, but the method by which God makes us acquainted with

things in the spiritual world, of which we could have no knowledge

in any other way ? This method of divine communication respects

our eternal interests, and is therefore attended with superior cer-

tainty.

It is in reality the knowledge of facts^ however communicated,

which is of chief consequence to us, and which forms the basis of

our reasomng. The manner in which that knowledge is obtained,

is not material. In philosophy, we ground our reasoning and

faith upon facts which are discovered to us by the senses. Reve-

lation makes known a set of facts not discoverable in this way

—

facts relating to subjects entirely different from anything in the

sensible world. These facts become the ground of theological

reasoning and faith. And why do not our reasoning and faith in

this case rest on as firm a foundation, as in philosophy ? If there

is any difference, it must certainly be in favor of facts made

known by revelation— as that is a method more infalHble than

any other.

Is it said, that our faith in revelation, is required to be so

implicit, as to supersede the use of reason ? But how does it

appear that our faith in revelation is more imphcit than in other

things ? Imjdieit faith is that which rests upon the authority

of another, or which has full confidence m the testimony of

another. Thus children implicitly beheve the declaration of a

father, in cases where all other evidence is excluded. Their

belief rests wholly upon their father's wisdom and veracity, and

not upon anything witliin the compass of their own knowledge.

Apply this to the confidence which you have in the testimony of

the senses. You open your eyes upon the rainbow, and you

behold the beauty of its form and colors. Again, in a jMay morn-

ing, you see blooming orchards, you smell the fragrance of the

air, and hear the music of birds. In autumn you taste a variety

of fruits. In all these cases, you have imphcit confidence in the

testimony of your senses. Without the least investigation or hes-

itancy, you admit the form and colors of the rambow, the bloom
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of the orcliards, the odors of the air, and the melody of birds to

be, just as your senses represent them to be. In other words,

you have imphcit confidence in your senses. You unreservedly

trust in their testimony. Now how does it appear that your faith

in revelation is more truly implicit, than in your senses ? You

trust impHcitly in the word of God. You have full confidence in

what he says. You believe things to be, just as he represents

them to be ; as you believe things in the other case to be, just as

your senses represent them to be.

It is common for us to trust in the declarations of any one of

our fellow creatures, when his veracity has been sufficiently prov-

ed. And this belief in the declarations of a man is as really

imphcit, as our faith is required to be in the declarations of God.

But the degree or strength of this implicit faith, ought always to

be proportioned to the evidence we have of veracity. If we have

higher proof of the veracity of God, than of the veracity of man,

it is certainly fit that we should have more imphcit and entire

confidence in his testimony, than in the testimony of man. And

if we have higher and more absolute proof of the truth of God,

than we have of the truth of our senses, why is it not suitable,

that we should believe his declaration more imphcitly and confi-

dently, than we beheve our senses ?

We are brought to the conclusion, that the implicitness of the

faith, which we are in any case required to have in divine revela-

tion, does by no means supersede the use of reason ; inasmuch as

such faith is grounded in the deliberate and full conviction of

reason, that divine revelation is and must be infallibly true.

It is then very clear, that no solid objection can be urged

against the evidence on which we are to rely, in support of the

peculiar doctrines of Christianity. It is the only kind of evidence

which is adapted to the subjects of revelation. Faith, restmg on

this evidence, rests on the firmest foundation. Nor is such faith

more truly imphcit in its nature, than faith founded on any other

kind of evidence ; nor more implicit in degree, any further than

the evidence of the veracity of God is greater, than the evidence

we have of the veracity of any other witness.



LECTURE V.

A DOCTRINE PROVED BY SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE, IS NOT TO BE

REJECTED ON ANY ACCOUNT WHATEVER.

Whenever we apply ourselves seriously to the investigation of

moral and theological subjects, we meet with various speculative

diflSculties. These difficulties, which we ought to remember arise

necessarily from the nature of these subjects, in connection with

our limited capacity, frequently occasion serious doubts as to the

truth of what the Scriptures teach, and so deprive us of the ben-

efits of a strong, unwavering faith. It is from an earnest desire

to guard you against this pernicious influence of speculative diffi-

culties, that I have been led to introduce these precautions, and

to detain your thoughts upon them so long. Experience has

taught me, that by seasonable attention to the principles, which

should regulate our reasoning and our faith, we may effectually

prevent the danger of forming a skeptical habit of mind ; whereas

no considerations can shield us from the pressure of speculative

difficulties, when we have actually fallen into a habit of doubting.

I come then to my
Fourth rule respecting the apphcation of reason to the doc-

trines of reUgion, namely, a doctrine proved by sufficient evidence,

is not to be rejected on any account whatever.

As an illustration of this and the last rule, I shall quote a few

passages from a discourse of Dr. Chalmers. " It was," he says,

" the property of Newton's mind, that it kept a tenacious hold of

every position, which had proof to substantiate it ; but it forms a

property equally characteristic,— that he put a most determined

exclusion on every position that was destitute of such proof. He
would.not admit the astronomical theories of those who went before

5*
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him, because tliej had no proof. He would not submit his judg-

ment to the reigning systems of the day ;—for though they had

authority to recommend them, they had no proof. He wanted no

other recommendation for any one article of science, than the

recommendation of evidence ; and with this recommendation, he

opened to it the chamber of his mind, though authority scowled

upon it, and fashion was ashamed of it. But on the other hand,

should the article of science want the recommendation of evi-

dence, he shut against it all the avenues of his understanding. —
The strength of his philosophy lay as much in refusing admittance

to that which wanted evidence, as in giving a place to that which

possessed it."

The rule above laid down, is of extensive use. And if we would

duly apprehend its importance, especially at the present day, we

must fix our attention upon it with more than ordinary care, and

must consider it in several of its particular applications.

A doctrine proved by sufficient evidence, is not to be rejected

on any account whatever.

First. It is not to be rejected because we camiot understand

the mode of it ; that is, because we cannot answer the question,

how the attribute belon^i;? to the subject, or how the cause produces

the effect.

Take the connection of soul and body. It is proved by suffi-

cient evidence, that the soul and body are connected, and that they

have an influence upon each other. The evidence is suited to the

subject, and is the only evidence which the subject admits. It

arises from our uniform experience of what passes within ourselves,

and our uniform observation of what takes place in others. But

we are, in many respects, totally unable to conceive how the soul

and body are united, or how the one acts upon the other, or is acted

upon by it. Shall we, on this account, deny their connection, and

mutual influence ? that is, shall we deny that which is sufficiently

proved, and which we certainly know, because there is something

else respecting it, which we cannot know ? The many hypotheses

which speculative men have invented, to explain the mode of the

connection between soul and body, need not to be recited. I refer to
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them, as a striking proof of the inattention of writers, both to the

proper grounds of human beUef, and to the necessary limits of

human knowledge.

Take the faculty of memory. It is proved by sufficient evi-

dence, that the mind recalls what is past. But all attempts to con-

ceive the modus operandi, are in vain. The most plausible hypothe-

sis for explaining the phenomena of memory is, that ideas make

permanent impressions upon the substance of the brain, and that

these impressions are made use of by the mind, in recalling the

ideas to which they answer. But this hypothesis does nothing but

involve us in greater darkness. For how is it conceivable, that the

human brain, a thing of such narrow compass, can receive and re-

tain so many distinct impressions ; that it can retain the signatures

of all the words in various languages— of the particular aspects

of ten thousand faces— of the forms of ten thousand houses, ti-ees

and animals— of so many different countries— of so many schemes,

arguments and imagmations ;
— that the brain can retain all these

impressions and signatures in so exact an order, and without con-

fasion, and that the mind is able, by means of these impressions on

the svxbstance of the brain, instantly to recall the words in various

languages, the thousands of faces, houses, trees, animals, and

places, which have been seen, and the numberless schemes, argu-

ments and imaginations, which have passed through the mind, as

occasion requires? This is one out of many mstances, in which

an attempt to explain the modus operandi, plunges us into greater

perplexity. But are we, on this account, to deny the existence

of a faculty, of which we have constant and undeniable evidence,

or the unnumbered facts resulting from it, which we every day

feel in ourselves, or witness in others ?

Take now a doctrine of theology. The absolute prescience of

God is proved by clear and sufficient evidence. But how does

God certainly know things future ? Sow does he foresee all the

thoughts, purposes and affections, that will exist in the minds of

men and angels, and all the motions and events that will take

place in the universe, through everlasting ages ? This we cannot

explam. So far as we have foreknowledge, except what we derive
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from the word of God, we obtain it by means of past experience
;

and, at best, it is not attended with absolute certainty. How God

could from eternity see and know, at once, all things future, with-

out the least uncertainty or mistake, and without any means

whatever, we cannot tell. But who will deny the fact ? I might

also recall your attention to creation. The difficulty of conceiving

how God could cause that to exist which had no existence before,

has led some men to assert the eternity of matter, and the impos-

sibility of a proper creation ; and others, to believe the absurdities

of pantheism ;— a mortifying instance of the extravagance ot

men in denying an important fact, which is proved by sufficient

evidence, because they cannot explain the manner of it

!

The incarnation of Christ is a doctrine of the gospel. " The

word was made flesh, and dwelt amongst us." " He took upon

him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men."

Thus the incarnation of the Son of God is a fact made known

by the testimony of inspired writers. This is sufficient proof;

indeed it is the only proof of which the subject is capable. Now
what have we to do with any of these questions, with which spec-

ulative men have perplexed themselves and others, respecting

the mode of this fact ? Hotv could a divine Being be made flesh,

or unite himself to human nature ? In what way could the union

take place, so as to constitute only one person ? How is the divine

nature affected by its connection with the human, and the human

by its connection with the divine ? How could the child Jesus

retain all the properties of a child, and the man Jesus all the pro-

perties of a man, notwithstanding his personal union with the Divi-

nity ? If these two natures were united in the person of the Sbt

viour, how could the Saviour suffer, without implying that Deity

suffered ? Or if Deity did not suffer, how could the sufferings of

Christ be regarded, as anything more than the sufferings of a mere

man ? These and other hke questions may be pressed upon us

by the ingenuity of unbelief, and may all be unanswerable. What

then ? Things unknown can make no alteration in what is known.

Our inability to answer these questions has no influence upon the

proof which the Bible affords, of the union of the divine and hu-
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man natures in the person of Christ. This proof is just as satisfac-

tory as it would be, if the mode of his becoming incarnate were

perfectly understood. The proof is of the highest kind, and per-

fectly suited to the nature of the subject. Notwithstanding our

ignorance of the particular and exact manner of the incarnation,

this proof of the fact ought to produce as firm a faith in us, as that

which results from mathematical demonstration.

The doctrine of the Trinity is another example. The Scrip-

tures teach us, that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, who

are in a certain respect distinct, and may be properly spoken of

as three, are yet one God, But how can three be one ? "^Vhat

is the exact metaphysical distinction between three divine persons,

and three divine Beings, or three Gods ? How can the mode of

the divine existence and the divine agency be such, that the same

works are, m many passages of Scripture, ascribed to the Father

and the Son, and be so ascribed to them, as to imply the same

divine honors ? Questions like these have been multiplied ; but

who has been able to give a satisfactory answer? The apostles

never attempted to answer them. And why should we attempt

that, which those inspired teachers never considered to be within

their province ? If we are as philosophical here, as we are in

physical science, we shall unhesitatingly receive the doctrine of

the Trinity upon its own proper and sufficient evidence, the ivord

of God, and shall receive it in the very form which the word of

God gives to it, just as we receive the doctrmes of gravitation

and magnetism upon their proper evidence, the testimony of our

senses, and in the very fonn in which our senses represent them,

never concerning oui'selves with the modus operandi, and never

imdertaking to solve the speculative difficulties in which all such

subjects are involved.

The doctrine of the divine agency affiDrds other instances to the

same purpose. " All Scripture is given by inspiration of God."

But how imperfect is our knowledge of divine agency in this con-

cern ! How the minds of inspired men were affected ; how reli-

gious truth could be communicated to them immediately from 'God,

so as not to supersede the operation of their own reason, memory
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and imagination, and yet in sucli a way, that they could distin-

guish with certainty, between the mere operation of those facul-

ties and the infallible teaching of the Spirit— all this is inscru-

table. But such a circumstance ought not either to prevent or to

weaken our belief of the real inspu-ation of those who wrote the

Scriptures.

We are also taught that believers are bom again of the Spirit

of God, and that while they are working out their own salvation,

God worketh m them both to will and to do. Of this doctruie

there is abundant evidence, arising from the dependence of man

as a creature, from his depravity as a sinner, and from the plain

teachings of Scripture. This is a fundamental truth. Without

it our hope of spiritual good would languish, and the gospel be-

come a dead letter. But the mode of this divine influence is a

mystery. How this invisible agent can exert his power in the

mind, change its moral nature, and excite good affections, without

interrupting or diminishing moral agency— yea, in such a way as

merely to secure the right direction of that agency ; hoio be-

lievers can constantly experience the operation of a power entirely

distinct from their rational faculties, and yet never be conscious

of anything but the regular operation of those faculties ; hoio the

love of God can be shed abroad in the heart by the Holy Ghost,

and yet that love be the proper and responsible act of the behever

;

hoio these things can be, we are not able to explain. But if we

should deny the divine agency in renewing and sanctifying sinners,

because we are unacquainted with the mode of it, we should act

as absurdly, as a man who hears the sound of the wind that blows,

but denies its existence, because he cannot tell whence it cometh,

or whither it goeth.

I have brought forward so many examples, in order to make a

distinct and permanent impression of the import of the rule, and

the value of this particular apphcation of it. It belongs to the

very constitution of the mind of man, that he has a strong thirst

for knowledge ; and in his present disordered state, he has a pride,

which renders him unwilling to o^^^l the narrowness of his capa-

city, and the imperfection of his intellectual attainments. AVhen
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compelled by his unsuccessful efforts to see, that he is and must

be ignorant of particular parte of a subject ; a certain frowardness

of temper freq\iently inclines him to deny what he actually knows.

The remarks I have made m the present Lecture, are designed to

countex-act this dangerous tendency of our nature. A careful

observance of it will not cool the ardor of your zeal in the pursuit

of knowledge ; but it ^nll guard you agamst the evils of unavoida-

ble ignorance, and at the same time secure to you the advantages

of that knowledge, which you arc capable of attaining.

Again. A doctrine, well supported, is not to be rejected, be-

cavise it may appear to involve an impossibiliti/. It is e\idcnt that

a thing may appear to us impossible, when it is not so in reahty.

We may imagine a thing to be impossible, because it varies from

the course of events which have fallen under our observation ; or be-

cause we suppose that the power of God is subject to the same

limitations with himian power ; or merely because we are ignorant

of the natui-e of the thing. Thus we might, at first view, think

the resurrection of a dead man to life to be an impossible event,

it being so different from anything we had ever known. Whereas,

if it were common for dead men, after a certain period, to be res-

tored to life and activity, Ave should tliink it no more impossible,

than the birth of a child, or the springing of com from seed buried

in the groimd. The resurrection of mankind of all ages and na-

tions, whether buried in the earth or ocean, burned to ashes, or

left to consume on the ground, may appear to some utterly impos-

sible, because they have no suitable views of the divine power.

We might think the union of a human body to a human soul im-

possible, and the union of human nature to the di\dne natui-e in

the person of Christ still more impossible, from our ignorance of

the nature of the union, and of the things united.

I do not assert, that we are unable, in every case, to detennine

that a thing is impossible. I mean only to caution you against

relying on your first \Tiews, and forming hasty conclusions, as to the

impossibility of an}i;hing which is declared in Scripture, or proved

by reason. My object is to keep you from concluding, that any

proposition involves an impossibility, before you have maturely
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considered the subject, and obtained adequate knowledge of its

nature and circumstances.

Again ; we are not to reject a doctiine supported by sufficient

evidence, because we cannot reconcile it with some obvious principle

of reason, or some acknowledged truth of revelation. The inconsis-

tency which strikes us, may be merely apparent. It is so with

those phenomena of the loadstone, which seem to be contrary to

the general law of gravitation. Magnetism and gravitation are

distinct physical powers, and are regulated by distinct laws. And
neither of these powers aflfords any argument against the other,

though in particular cases one of them may prevent tlie visible effect

of the other. This is the case, too, with the alleged inconsistency

between the purpose and agency of God, and the freedom and

accountability of man. The inconsistency, so often asserted, is at

most merely apparent, and is no reason why we should deny either

the one or the other. The forgiveness of sin may appear incon-

sistent with the veracity of God in the penalty of his law. But

this apparent inconsistency is no sufficient reason for denying

the doctrine of forgiveness, or of the divine veracity, as both of

them are clearly taught in the Scriptures, and notwithstanding

their seeming inconsistency, may be perfectly reconciled with each

other, on the ground of Christ's atonement. It is an obvious

truth, that Jesus was truly and properly man, which may appear in-

consistent with his being truly and properly God. But as both are

asserted in Scripture, the inconsistency must be merely apparent,

and can be no reason why we should deny either the humanity or

the divinity of Christ. The same is true as to the divuie Trinity

and Unity.

In a multitude of instances, there is no difficulty in accounting

for an appearance of inconsistency, where there is none in real-

ity. Such an appearance of inconsistency between different doc-

trines is, therefore, no reason why we should disbeheve either of

them.

A doctrine of revelation may seem to be irreconcilable with

some received principle of reason, or some acknowledged truth of

revelation, because some of the terms employed are used in an
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uncommon sense. A few examples will show how much depends

on this circmnstance. The doctrine of three persons in the one

divine Being may seem incompatible with the divine unity, because

the word pcrsoii is here used in an uncommon technical sense—
a sense appropriate to theology ; and, I may add, because the word

imiti/ must here be understood in a sense equally imcommon and

appropriate ; as it is unquestionably true, that the unity of God

differs as really from the unity of a man as the personality of the

Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit differs from the person-

ahty of human beings. Christ is said to have paid the price of

our redemption, and to have bought us with a price ; and yet, we

are justly liable to punishment, and our salvation is a free gift.

These things may appear inconsistent, merely because the words

pai/, price and redemption are used in a sense suited to the nature

of the subject which is a metaphorical sense.

It is a representation of Scripture that God blots out the sins of

believers, and will not remember them. This may appear incon-

sistent with God's bringing into judgment all the actions of men,

whether good or bad, because the peculiar, metaphorical manner

in which the Scriptures speak of God's not remembering or blot-

ting out our sins is not duly attended to. In like manner, sinners

bemg required to repent and obey the gospel may appear incon-

sistent with their being without strength and dead, because the

peculiar sense of these words is not well imderstood.

Let me say, further, that a doctrine of revelation may appear

inconsistent with some received principle of reason, or some other

doctrine of revelation because the one or the other is not under-

stood with its proper limitations. A proposition, taken in its most

universal sense, may not be true, nor consistent with some other

doctrmes commonly received. But as soon as you restrain the

sense of the proposition to those things to which it properly re-

lates, both its truth and its consistency with other doctrines, will

become ob\aous. The following examples will show the importance

of this point.

Paid, speaking of the resurrection, 1 Cor. xv, uses language

which, understood in its most extensive sense, is irreconcilable with

VOL. I. 6
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what is said elsewhere respecting the state of the wicked after

death. But the difiBcultj vanishes, when you limit the sense of

the apostle's expression to his proper subject, that is, the resuiTec-

tion of the saints.

" By the righteousness of one the free gift came upon aU men

to justification of life." This will appear inconsistent with many

texts of Scripture, which declare that all unbelievers are under

condemnation, unless the sense of the apostle's words, " the free

gift came upon all men to justification of life," is restricted, as I

thmk it should be, to believers, or the spiritual seed of Christ ; or

unless the free gift coming upon all to justification can be made

to signify merely, that a provision was made for all, or that the

free gift was offered to all.

Once more ; the gospel requires faith in Christ as the indispen-

sable condition of salvation ; Avhich seems irreconcilable with the

salvation of little children, unless the requisition is limited to those

who are capable of understanding and perfonning it. In like

manner, faith is represented as necessary to baptism ; which is

inconsistent with infant baptism, unless you act here upon the same

principle, and limit the necessity of faith to those who are capable

of exercising it, and who are to be baptized on the ground of their

own faith.

In these and many other cases, there is the same reason for

understanding a proposition in such a restricted sense, as there is

for understanding a writer, in any case, according to his manifest

design. Propositions are always meant to relate to those things,

which are the subjects of discourse. Though the proposition may

be universal in fonn, the extent of its signification is meant to be

Ihnited to the proper subject. By attending to this reasonable

limitation of the meaning of words, we shall be able to see the

perfect consistency of many doctrines, which would otherwise ap-

pear contradictory.

Agam. An appearance of contradiction may arise merely from

our ignorance. A distinguished writer makes the inquiry :
" If I

see a contradiction and impossibility, may I not conclude that they

are such in fact ? Yes,*' he says, " if you see them. But in order
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to see them, the object must be within the reach of your capacitj.

Thus, when the Socinians find a contradiction in what rehgion

teaches of the mystery of the Trinity, they judge contrary to the

rules of natural reason. For religion proposes this mystery to us,

as being the infinite nature of God himself, which is above the

utmost reach of our comprehension ; and natural reason directs us

not to judge of objects beyond our capacity."

Take these two propositions ; that God is the Creator and Pre-

server of all things, and that all things were made and are sus-

tained by Jesus Christ. These propositions may appear contradic-

tory, simply because we know not the exact relation between the

Father and the Son, and the pecuhar mode of their agency. Num-

berless instances might be adduced of apparent irreconcilable-

Hess between propositions which are true, arising from our igno-

rance of the subjects referred to.

To conclude ; Ave are not to reject a doctrine well supported,

because it is encumbered with ever so many diflSiculties and objec-

tions, which we are unable to remove. Boyle shows, that clear,

positive proof, suited to the nature of a subject, is all that is ne-

cessary to gain our full assent to a doctrine, and that our intellect

need not always take notice of the difficulties which attend it.

" Unanswerable objections," says Buffier, "may be proposed res-

pecting points which cannot be seriously doubted. Objections in

such cases only show the limits of the human mind, but do not in

the least alter the truth of what is clearly proved. Objections

may be brought forward, which seem to confound our arguments

— which stiU make no impression on common sense, because they

are illusions, the falsehood of which may be discovered by the

unerring fight of revelation, though it cannot be always demon-

strated by a regular analysis of our thoughts. We are not able,

by reason, to remove such objections and difficulties, because they

relate, in some way or other, to subjects which are infinite, on

which our minds must be lost. Therefore, nothing is more ridicu-

lous than the vain confidence of certain men, who affect a kind of

triumph, because we can make no reply to their objections. I find it

disputed, whether I am certain of the existence of any other beings.
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beside myself ; Avhether a clock, or the machine of the universe,

might not have been the work of chance. I see these thmgs de-

bated by philosophers. Yet, however great they may be as phi-

losophers, after they have stated the reason of their doubts, I

sometimes say within myself, that I am at a loss how to answer

their sophistical refinements, but that I have seen men shut up as

lunatics for less extravagant notions."

It must be acknowledged, that the puzzhng objections which are

urged against the doctrines of the Bible, are likely to have an

influence too favorable to skepticism. It is therefore manifestly

important that all Christians, and it is specially important that you

who are devoted to the study of theology, and who must be con-

versant with the various difficulties which hang around almost

every subject, should carefully inquire, in what way, or by what

precautions, the mind can be most effectually guarded against that

fearful influence. I might enlarge on this point. But I can do

no more at present than to touch upon the following simple di-

rections.

1. Fix it in yoiu- minds, that difficulties insurmountable to us,

attend most of the truths of ethics and theology,— those which

are most clear, practical and important, as well as the more ob-

scure, speculative and uninteresting ; and, therefore, that such

difficulties are in reality no reason against the firmest faith.

2. Guard against a habit of ruminating perpetually upon the

objections which are i;rged against the doctrines of religion, and

accustom yourselves to dwell upon the plain, positive evidence by

which they are supported. The mind is generally affected and

imbued with the properties of that with which it is most conver-

sant. Our feelings become gradually assimilated to the objeCots of

our contemplation. The habit which some men have formed, of

giving a disproportionate attention to the obscurities and difficulties

of moral and religious truth, produces obscurity and difficulty in

their own minds. Whenever a principle of Christianity is brought

into view, suddenly their thoughts are turned away from the evi-

dence of its truth, and seized with all the perplexities which have

been bred by human or infernal ingenuity and corruption ; in con-
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sequence of which they are, in a great measure, debarred from

the advantages and comforts of a steady, sound faith. Form a

habit then of gi^^ng a fixed attention to the proof of a doctrme,

without being distracted or distui-bed by the objections with which

it is assaulted. True, Christian faith is strong. It holds the doc-

trmes of revelation with a firm grasp. It sees their beauty ; it

has experienced their worth ; and it will not yield them up to the

most eloquent and subtile opposer. Some may call this obstinacy.

It is indeed as immovable as obstinacy itself, but on diflferent

grounds. Obstinacy is grounded on pride and self-conceit. It is

unyielding, because yielding would imply an imperfection which

it is unwilling to acknowledge, or because it has unreasonable

confidence in opinions which it has once embraced. But Christian

faith is unyielding, because it rests on the wisdom and veracity of

God. It was exemphfied in Abraham, who could not be moved by

any seeming difficulties or impossibihties relative to the accom-

plishment of God's promise. And why ? Because he had unwa-

vering confidence in God. He fixed his eye so steadily on the

di\ine veracity, that the objections of unbelief went for nothing.

He did not so much as look at them. Such should be the firmness

of our faith in the doctrines of revelation. We should rest im-

movably on the testimony of God. However cunning and plau-

sible the objections which may assail us, we should adhere unva-

ryingly to divine truth— resolved, that as carnal reason did not

give us our faith, it shall not take it away.

3. If you would be secured against the hurtful influence of the

objections which attend the doctrines of revelation, you must treat

those doctrines, not as mere speculations, but as practical truths.

Righ+ practice strengthens and confirms right faith, because it is a

constant demonstration of its confonnity with the truth. Without

this practical demonstration, Christianity will be received at best

with a wavering and inefficient faith. We see here, why we are

less prone to doubt the common maxims which govern our conduct

than those theories, which begin and end in the intellect. No
man is so bewildered by sophistry, as to doubt the testimony of his

senses, or the uniformity of the laws of nature ; because the truth

6*
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of tliis testimony, and of this uniformity, is continually tested and

confirmed by experience. And the experience of Christians

equally confirms the truths of religion. If you make these truths

practical— if you five under their influence, as the faithful ser-

vants of Christ do, no objections can shake the firmness of your

faith.

Finally. Seek the divine guidance. This is your grand secu-

rity. God is the Lord of the understanding, as well as of the

heart. It is his Spirit that illuminates and guides believers.

When we are involved in darkness, and perplexed with difficulties,

and on the point of giving up our faith ; a few rays of light, beam-

ing from heaven, can dissipate our darkness and difficulties, and

cause our understanding and heart dehghtfully to rest in divine

truth.



LECTURE VI.

ON THE USE AND EXPLANATION OP THEOLOGICAL TERMS.

They who employ the common modes of speech respecting the

doctrines of theology, have been charged with using words in an

miinteUigible and senseless manner. A loud cry has been raised

against them, for pretending to believe propositions, the terms of

which they do not understand ; for introducing forms of expres-

sion which mean nothing, and so can be of no advantage. They

expend their zeal and labor, it is said, upon unmeaning words,

and keep the world in a contest about distinctions merely verbal.

In Berkeley's Minute Philosopher, Alciphron comes forward with

very ingenious declamation on this subject, with reference to the

word grace^ which he uses to signify a principle of hoUness in the

heart. " It is well known," he says, " that no point hath created

more controversy in the church than this doctrine of grace. But

one thing I should desire to be informed of, to wit ; what is the

clear and distinct idea marked by the word grace ? To know this

is surely an easy matter, provided there is an idea annexed to the

term. And if there is not, it can be neither the subject of ra-

tional dispute, nor the object of real faith. Men may indeed impose

upon themselves and others, and pretend to argue and beheve,

when at bottom there is no argument or belief, further than mere

verbal trifling. Grace, taken in the vulgar sense, either for beauty

or favor, I can easily understand. But when it denotes an active,

vital, ruling principle, influencing the muid of man, distinct from

every rational power or motive ; I profess myself altogether unable

to understand it, and therefore I cannot consent to any proposition
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concerning it. I did cast an eye on the writings of some divines,

and talked with others on the subject. But after all I had read

or beard, I could make nothing of it, ba^dng always found, when

I laid aside the word grace, and looked into my OAvn mind, a per-

fect vacancy, or privation of all ideas. And I suspect that other

men, if they examined what they call gi-ace with the same exact-

ness, would agree with me, that there is nothing in it but an empty

name. Of the same kind are many other points respecting neces-

sary articles of faith." Thus far Alciphron. Unitarian writers

have frequently made similar remarks with reference to the lan-

guage of Trinitarians.

Now all the declamation of this kind, which has been so lavishly

poured out against the asserters of the Christian mysteries, evi-

dently overlooks a very obvious and important distinction, viz. the

distinction between clearly understanding the meanuig or use of

words, and fully comprehending the nature of those things to which

they relate. Metaphysicians and philosophers agree to use words

in relation to things, whose nature is acknowledged to be, in some

respects, unknown and unknowable. Now it is perfectly plain,

that no proper explanation can be given of a thing, in those respects

in wliich it is unknoAvn. The question is, whether that which is,

in a greater or less degree, unknown and unknowable, can proper-

ly be referred to by a word. In order to answer this question, first

answer another, namely, whether we can determine, that there is

anything in the universe, the nature of which we do not fully un-

derstand. If it is manifest, that there is such a thing, then surely

that thing may properly be denoted by some word. And we may,

moreover, jDoint out by a word, the very respect in which we do

not understand it. Who will assert that a thing, whose nature is

not fully known, is, to us, as though it did not exist ; and therefore

that we can have no occasion to make any word stand for it ?

Many subjects, which are obviously most mteresting to man, in-

volve things which lie far beyond the sphere of oiu- knowledge.

But both in Scripture and in common discourse, words are familiar-

ly used respecting those very subjects.

What I have said of determining that something exists, of whose
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nature we are, in some respects, ignorant, does not involve the ab-

surdity of our knowing what is unknowable, or seeing what is in-

visible. It is only saying what an eminent Christian philosopher

said, that, as the eye can discover the limits of its OAvn activity,

and consequently that some objects are disproportioned to it ; so

we can judge, by an inward sense, that some things surpass the

power of our mind, or the limits of our knowledge. This we can

do just as easily, as we can determine the limits of our corporeal

strength. Who finds any difficulty in ascertaining, that he is un-

able to move a mountain, or that moving a mountain transcends his

strength ? And who finds it any more difficult to ascertain, that

he is unable, by the utmost stretch of his understanding, to com-

prehend the pei'fection of God ; in other words, that there is some-

thing in God, which transcends the largest extent of his knowledge ?

A man, having satisfied himself of this, can not only use the word

God, or Jehovah, to denote the eternal and infinite Bemg, but can

make some word stand for what is unknown, and use that word in

various important propositions ; as, God is of unsearchable wisdom

;

his love is incomprehensible ; the greatness of his power who can un-

derstand. In such sentences, the words, unsearchable and incom-

prehensible do of themselves indicate, that there is something un-

known and unknowable in the subject ; or that we have attempted

to extend our minds to a complete comprehension of God, but find

that his perfections transcend our intellectual powers.

It is very often the case, that known attributes or eflfects are

considered as implying a cause, or substance, which we know not,

except as it appears in those attributes or effects. Thus we con-

sider the phenomena of magnetism, as resulting from an in\nsible,

imperceptible cause in the nature of the magnet ; and doubtless

colors, odors, and flavors result from a certaui unknown composition

of the bodies which we see, smell, and taste, or from a certain

unknown disposition of the particles of matter composing them.

To that unknown nature or constitution we may surely apply a

word. And if any one inquires in what sense we use that word,

or what it signifies ; we answer, it signifies that very unknown

nature or constitution. Tliis is a fair explanation of the sense in
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wliicli we use the -word. Accordingly we can never be cliarged,

in such a case, with using a word without meaning ; for we have

said, it means that very unknown nature or constitution. Nor

is this use of a word unintelhgible, although the tiling which it

denotes is, in itself, above our knowledge.

It is not to be forgotten that things of this nature, though in

themselves unknown, are understood by their effects, or related

circumstances. And these effects, or related circumstances, are

referred to and indicated by the words which are employed.

Of the general subject to which I have now called your atten-

tion, I give the following illustration. A child is early acquainted

with his parents, and uses the words father and mother. And no

one will deny that he uses these words intelligibly and properly.

But what does he know respectmg his parents ? Does he know

the origin of the relation existing between liim and them ? Does

he know the grand design of the relation, as it respects the good

of the church and society ? Does he know the various obligations

involved in the relation on his parents' side, and on his own?

Does he know the consequences, wliich will follow from it, in this

life, and in the life to come ? Of all this the child, just begmning

to speak, knows little or nothing. What then does he mean by

the words father and mother ? For what purpose does he use

them ? I answer, he uses them to signify all that he knows

respecting his parents ; all that their presence and their constant

care and kindness have taught him. With some of the endearing

circumstances of the relation which they bear to him, he has

already become acquainted. He has experienced some of it£

beneficial effects. Of the rest he is ignorant. Yet he is taught

to use and does very properly use the words denoting that relar

tion. Ten years after, when his knowledge of his parents is

greatly increased, he applies to them the same names. Now, as

before, these names stand for all that he has learned respecting

his parents. And after ten years more, he still employs the same

words to express his more enlarged and mature knowledge of the

origin, the nature, the circumstances, and effects of the parental

relation.
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On this example I offer a few remai'ks.

1. The words father and mother are, at the three periods men-

tioned, used in various senses, though not in senses which clash with

each other. At first, the words are expressive, not of the relation

in itself considered, but of some endearments attending it, or some

beneficial consequences flowing from it. At subsequent stages

of the child's improvement, the words become expressive of the

same things in a higher degree, and of additional circumstances.

The sense of the word is, in each case, suited to the degree of

knowledge which the cliild has of his parents. And the additions

which are, from time to time, made to the sense of the words, are

always consistent with their original sense. We have here then

what may properly be called a groiving sense of words.

2. The words father and mother are used by the child as prop-

erly at one of the periods above mentioned, as at another. It is

indeed true, that the signification is not so large at one period as

at another. But it needs not, on that account, to be supposed less

proper or less definite.

3 . The words, when most limited in their sense, may have a

very salutary influence, as they may be connected with rules of

high obligation, and be so used as to enforce the most important

duties. In short, they may be a means of regulating the temper

and conduct of the child.

All this may be asserted, and with additional force, respecting

the word God. First ; this word may be used by a child, in a

sense very different from that, in which it is used by a man of en-

lightened understanding. But the senses, though different, may

be perfectly consistent. Secondly ; a child may use the word as

properly, as a man. And thirdly ; the word, when employed by

a child with the least extent of signification, may be of great use

in exciting proper affections, begetting good habits, and fonning

rules to direct the actions of life.

As the subject before us is of fundamental importance, I shall

confirm what I conceive to be just principles, by presenting, sum-

marily, the views of Berkeley, in that very ingenious work, the

Minute Philosopher. Euphranor undertakes to prove to Alciphron
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the propriety of using certain terms, although no precise and ade-

quate ideas can be formed of the nature of the things denoted by

them. He does this by the example of the word /orcg. Alciphron

defines force to be that in bodies, which produces motion, and other

sensible effects, and holds, that it is something distinct from those

effects ; but acknowledges, that he could form no precise idea of

force, aside from its effects. Euphranor then proceeds to say

;

" But notwithstanding all this, it is certain that there are many

speculations, reasonings, and disputes about this same force. And
to explain its nature, and distinguish the several kinds of it, the

terms gravity, reaction, vis inertia, vis insita, vis impressa, vis

mortua, vis viva, impetus, momentum, solicitatio, conatus, and divers

other such like expressions have been used by learned men ; and

no small controversies have arisen about the notions or definitions

of these terms. It has puzzled men to know, whether force is

spiritual or corporeal ; whether it remains after action ; how it is

transferred from one body to another. Strange paradoxes have

been formed about its nature, properties, and proportions. Upon

the whole therefore, may we not pronounce, that excluding body,

time, space, motion and all its sensible measui-es and effects, we

shall find it as difficult to form an idea of force, as of grace. And

yet— there are very evident propositions relating to force, which

contain useful truths ; for instance, that a body with conjunct

forces, describes the diagonal of a parallelogram in the same time

that it would the sides with separate forces. Is not this a princi-

ple of very extensive use ? — Shall we deny that it is of use, be-

cause we have no distinct idea of the nature of force ? or, that

which we admit with regard to force, upon what pretence can we

deny concerning grace ? If there are queries, disputes, perplexi-

ties, diversity of opinions about the one, so there are about the other

also. If we can form no precise, distinct idea of the one, so

neither can we of the other. Ought we not therefore, by parity

of reason, to conclude, that there may possibly be divers true and

useful propositions concerning the one, as well as the other ; and

that grace may be an object of our faith, and influence our life,

although we cannot attam a distinct idea of it, separate from God
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the author, from man the subject, and from virtue and piety its

effects."— We might make the same remarks respecting disposi-

tion, propensity', or principle of action, and other things of like

kind, when spoken of as distinct from all their operations or effects.

Proceeding in the same way, it is shown by that distinguished

author, that a man may believe the doctrine of the Trinity ; that

is, that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are God, although he does

not form in his mind any clear, abstract ideas of Trinity, substance

or personality
;
provided that this doctrine of a Creator, Redeemer,

and Sanctifier makes proper impressions on his mind, producing

love, hope, gratitude and obedience, and thereby becomes an op-

erative principle, influencing his hfe and actions. It is shown too

that men may believe the divinity of our Saviour, or that in him

God and man make one person, and be verily persuaded thereof,

so far as for such faith to become a real principle of life and con-

duct ; inasmuch as, by virtue of such persuasion, they submit to

his government, believe his doctrine, and practice his precepts, al-

though they frame no abstract idea of the union between the divine

nature and the human, nor may be able to clear up the notion of

person to the contentment of a philosopher. " To me," he says,

" it seems evident, that if none but those, who could themselves

explain the principle of individuation in man, or untie the knots

and answer the objections which may be raised, even about human

personal identity, would require us to explain the divine mysteries
;

we should not be often called upon for a clear and distinct idea of

person in relation to the Trinity, nor would the difficulties on that

head be often objected to our faith."

Suppose now an opposer of the common orthodox doctrine

should recite, as many anti-trinitarian writers have done, the vari-

ous explanations which have been given of divine personality and

Trinity, and should assert the utter uselessness of all propositions

and of all pretended faith respecting a subject so Uttle understood,

and so totally unexplained ; I should deem it sufficient to make

the following remarks.

1. All attempts, by ancient or modem divines, to explain

metaphysically the nature or ground of that, which is called per-

VOL. I. 7
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sonalitv, Trinitv, or unitj in God, or to point out the philosopliical

difference between what is called person in God, and what is call-

ed being or substance, tend to nothing but to give play to an idle

curiosity, to perplex the judgment, and expose the truth to the

objections of iinbelievers. To attempt an explanation of the

divine mysteries in those respects, in which they are in their

nature inexplicable, is not only useless, but hurtful. Sometimes

it conduces to the excessive growth of the imagination, and ren-

ders the mind visionary. Sometimes it turns the mind away from

momentous truths within its reach, and so prevents their salutary

influence. And sometimes, by multiplying the difficulties attend-

ing reh^on, and showing the disagreement of its defendei-s, it

tends to produce skepticism and infidelity.

2. Still it cannot be inferred, that those who have made these

fruitless efforts to explain what is inexplicable, have not embraced

important Scripture doctrines, and derived the best advantages

from them. The failure of their attempts at explanation, may have

had little or no influence upon the truth of the propositions which

they have believed, or upon the practical effects of their faith ; as

the failure of philosophers to explain the nature of gravity, and

the nature of the union between body and mind, has had no influ-

ence upon the truth or the utility of the practical doctiines, which

they have laid down concerning those subjects.

3. I remark, that there can be no valid objection against using

terms in theology in an uncommon and peculiar sense. This is

done freely in the arts and sciences, with the concurrence of all

learned men. And if it is allowable to take words from common

discourse, and employ them in a peculiar or technical sense in the

arts and sciences, why not in theology ? Why may it not conduce

as much in this case, as in the other, to our convenience, and our

advancement in knowledge ? Now what ignorance and weakness

would any man betray, who should dispute and form conclusions

about the technical words in the arts and sciences, on the suppo-

sition, that they are used in precisely the same sense, as in common

discourse ! Still greater is the ignorance and weakness which

those men betray, who dispute and puzzle themselves with difficul-
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ties about personality, Trinity, and unity in God, as though these

terms must have exactly the same signification in theology, as in

common speech. For it follows from the nature of the subject,

that technical terms, yea, that all terms used in theology, must

necessarily have a signification more distant from what they have

in regard to the common affairs of life, than any technical words

used in the arts and sciences. This general remark is, I think,

sufficient to obviate a multitude of arguments and cavils, which

derive all their plausibility and strength from understanding the

pecuUar scientific tenns commonly used in theology, in the same

sense, as when applied to ordinary subjects.

I have not by any means mtended to intimate, that terms, taken

from common language, and employed in an unusual manner in

theology, ought not to be defined or explained. Explanations of

words are highly important, and in many cases necessary, to pre-

vent mistakes, to render our arguments intelligible, and to impart

clearness to our discourse. But it is of great consequence to

determine what constitutes a proper and sufficient definition or

explanation of theological terms.

On this point my principal remark is, that we must first inquire,

what knowledge we have of the particular subject in theology, to

which the word imder consideration is applied ; and then make our

definition or explanation correspond with our knowledge of the

subject. If the word relates to a simple perception or emotion of

the mind, a definition or explanation is not to be attempted, except

as is common in dictionaries, by usmg a synonymous word.

If the word stands for some cause, or substance, wliich is, in

itself, imperceptible to the human mind ; then we explain it by

saying, the word stands for such unknown cause or substance.

But in such a case, the use of the word would be without mean-

ing, were not that unknown cause or substance connected with

some known properties, effects, or circumstances, and were not

these intended to be indicated by the word. In every case like

this, a proper explanation of the word requires, that we should

clearly exhibit these related properties, effects, or circumstances.

This is the main point. It is in this way a considerable part
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of GUI' most important explanations or definitions of wuixls ara

formed. For example, I ask you to explain the ysord force, grav-

ity, or mai/netism. You say, it denotes that invisible poAver or

property, from which result such particular effects. I ask you to

explain the word mind, or spirit. You tell me, it is a power,

substance, princi]3le, or existence, and then enumerate some of its

chief operations and properties. The explanation of the word

Jeliovah, or Grod, is made out in the same way. The word denotes

that eternal cause, that intelligent almighty Being, who, though in

himself unseen, makes himself known by such visible acts. And
you need not vary from this general principle in explauiing the

theological terms Trinity, personahty, and others concerning which

the loudest clamor has been made. Trinity, you say, denotes a

certain mode of the divine existence, or a certain distinction in

the Godhead, which in itself is inscrutable. Here, as in number-

less other cases, the word stands for something, which is in itself

unknown. Should you however, stop here, the word would be

wholly unexplained, and without use. But you proceed to point

out the important results of this incomprehensible mode of the

divine existence— results which are brought to view in the Scrip-

tures ; such as these ; that the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Spirit are the one God ; that each of them possesses divine per-

fection ; that these three engage together in transactions respect-

ing redemption ; that the Father sends the Son to save simiers
;

that the Son becomes the Redeemer, and the Holy Spu'it the

Sanctifier ; that the Son and the Spirit as well as the Father, have

distinct personal attributes, and are entitled to our supreme hom-

age, our submission and our confidence, and that unspeakable

blessings flow to believers from the love and agency of each.

Now you come upon enlightened ground. Now you explain.

That unknown mode of divine existence, called Trinity, is mani-

fested in and by these consequences or results. You speak of it

— you point it out by a word, with a reference to these results—
results, which are plainly of immense importance, relating as they

do, to the foundation of the Christian rehgion, and affording rules

of extensive appUcation, for the regulation of our affections and
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conduct. A proper explanation of the sense of the word, Trinity,

requires an enumeration of these related circumstances or results,

with more or less particularity and fulness, according to the end

you have in view. This being done, your explanation of the word

Trinity is as real and proper and ought to be as satisfactory, as

any definition which can be given of the word spirit, power, or

unity in application cither to God or man. And those who pre-

tend that no proper explanation has been given, or can be given,

of the words Trinity, pei'son, effectual grace, native depravity,

and other like words, or that there is any peculiar difficulty,

attending the explanation of them, show, either that they are

greatly wanting in fairness and candor, or that they have investi-

gated the subjects of theology and metaphysics very superficially,

or else that their heads are confused by giving a wrong direction

to their studies, or by pushing their speculations to an unwarrant-

able and dangerous length.

7*



LECTURE VII.

DANGERS TO BE AVOIDED IN ANALOGICAL REASONING.

My object in this Lecture is to guard your minds against the

dangers which arise from analogical reasoning, when applied to the

doctrines of rehgion.

Whenever analogical reasoning proceeds on the supposition of a

strict analogy between the attributes and operations of God, and

the attributes and actions of man ; between the measures of the

divine government and those of civil government, and between the

nature and properties of the human soul and those of the material

or animal world ; then errors of one kind or another are sure to be

the consequence.

Dr. Reid has shown, that no reasoning in metaphysics or mental

philosophy, which is built on analogy, can be regarded as conclu-

sive. And it follows from the very nature of religion, that ana-

logical reasoning is more likely to lead us astray on this subject,

than on any other.

It is a well known fact, that mankind have a strong propensity

to form their arguments and opinions on religious subjects, as well

as on others, from analogy. The causes of this propensity are

various.

In the first place we have, by means of our senses, an early ac-

quaintance with sensible objects. The common business of life

leads us to a much more familiar intercourse with them, than with

spiritual objects :
" Hence we are apt to measure aU things by

them, and to ascribe to things most remote from matter, the quali-

ties that belong to material things."
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Besides this, the language which relates to the affairs of life,

and especially that which relates to the subjects of religion, abounds

with metaphors and similes, taken from the sensible world, and the

common transactions of men. These figures of speech are all

founded on some analogy, real or apparent, between sensible ob-

jects and spiritual— between our common transactions and the

concerns of religion. If we consult the whole structure of lan-

guage, and the etymology of many words, which are not generally

regarded as metaphors, we shall find much which has tended to

strengthen the impression of a very extensive analogy between the

sensible and the spiritual world, and between common truth and

the doctrines of religion.

Our propensity to analogical reasoning is still further strengthen-

ed by the influence of imagination and curiosity. We are naturally

desirous of completely understanding the nature of every subject,

and can hardly be persuaded to acquiesce in our limited intelligence.

This earnest desire after knowledge frequently, in difficult cases,

leads the imagination to seek relief, by resorting to things famiharlv

known, and drawing illustrations from them. We commonly find

that men are inclined to found their arguments and systems upon

analogy, in proportion to the wai-mth of their imagination, and the

strength and impatience of their curiosity. The errors of Origen,

the fanciful schemes of metaphysics adopted by the schools, and

the no less fanciful ones adopted by some writers in modern times,

have been owmg, perhaps chiefly, to the supposition of analogies

which do not exist.

Permit me to direct your careful attention to the fallacy of that

kind of analogical reasoning, which is here mtended. A little re-

flection will convince you that the metaphorical language of Scrip-

ture does not imply a strict analogy between those things, from

which the metaphors are taken, and those which they are designed

to illustrate. There is indeed some analogy ; otherwise the meta-

phors would be forced and unintelligible. But the analogy is one

which relates, not to metaphysical, but to moral and practical truth
;

and it is always to be limited by the drift of the discourse, and by

what is otherwise known of the nature of the subject. In short,



80 DANGERS OF

the analogy on which the propriety and utihty of metaphorical

language depend, is one -which common sense easily discovers, and

is competent to restrict within its proper limits.

As the metaphorical language of Scripture is one of the princi-

pal occasions of that analogical reasoning, which has led to such

dangerous results ; it will be important to fix it in our minds, that

Scripture metaphors imply no such exact analogy as has been sup-

posed, and to consider the consequences which naturally follow from

carrying the analogy too far.

For the purpose of illustrating the general principles which I

wish to establish, relative to the right understanding of Scripture,

I shall adduce a few plain examples, where all must agree as to

the meaning of the metaphors, and the kind and degree of analogy

implied.

Example 1. Crod is a rock. Here no man supposes a physical

analogy between the nature of a rock, and the nature of God.

But why is not such an analogy supposed ? Because the drift of

discourse does not lead to it, nor does the knowledge we possess of

the two subjects admit of it. God, we know, is of a spiritual nature.

In this respect he can bear no resemblance to a rock. God is in-

telligent, powerful, and active, and possesses every moral perfection.

In aU these respects ho is far from resembling a rock. The metar

phor is designed to illustrate an important practical truth. One

of the obvious properties of a rock, namely its firmness, or stability,

represents the strength and immutability of God, the stability of

his government, and the protection and security he affords to those

who trust in him. In this case, common sense, to which the Bible

is addressed, easily discovers the meaning of the metaphor, and

determines at once the analogy implied in it.

Example 2. Christ calls his disciples his sheep. No one sup-

poses that this metaphor implies any resemblance with respect to

bodily shape, or mental powers. If we only consider the relation

which existed between a shepherd and his sheep— his affection and

kindness towards them, the watchful care he exercised over them,

and their attachment and obedience to him ; we shall find no

difficulty in understanding the metaphor. Common sense, pro-
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perlj insti'ucted, is competent to discover and limit its significa-

tion.

Example 3. Christ is a lamb. " Behold the lamb of God."

Here again, common sense, taking into view the latter part of the

sentence, and other passages of Scripture, particularly the use

made of the lamb in sacrifice, will be at no loss to determine the

meaning of the metaphor. The innocence or holiness of Christ is

doubtless implied. But the principal design of the metaphor is to

represent Christ, as a sacrifice for sm.

In the last two examples, the metaphor is taken from the same

animal. Yet common sense perceives, that the metaphor, in the

one case, respects the animal as related to a shepherd ; and in the

other case, considered as a sacrifice for sin.

In these and other instances, in which the design of Scripture

metaphors is obvious, every one sees what absurd and impious no-

tions would flow from the supposition of a strict and complete

analogy.

The same remarks apply to the allegories and parables of Scrip-

ture. I shall give only one mstance, that of the unjust judge.

What we are taught of the justice and holiness of God forbids the

supposition of any analogy between his character, and that of an

unjust judge. In ascertaining the sense of the parable, we there-

fore pass by the character of the judge, and other circumstances

which are introduced merely to make the parable consistent with

itself, and fix upon one point of simihtude, namely, the effect of

persevering importunity. And even here the analogy is to be limit-

ed. For the particular manner, in which the mind of an unjust

judge is wearied and overcome by the importunity of a poor widow,

is by no means hke the manner, in which God is affected by prayer.

But in regard to one point, that is, success, the importunate appli-

cation of the mdow to the unjust judge, and the importunate prayer

of a believer to God, have a likeness. It is as though he had said ;

see how the poor widow prevailed over even an unjust judge by

her importunity. And shall not God, who is infinitely righteous

and merciful, listen to the humble and importunate prayers of his

own children ?
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In the following examples, we find metaphors of a different cast

;

but we must judge of the analogy implied in the same way.

God is called our Father, our Governor or King, our Proprie-

tor, our Physician, our Judge. These metaphors, all taken from

different states of human life, cannot be supposed to represent,

exactly and fully, either the nature of God, or the relations in

which he stands to us. The information which we possess on the

subject, forbids the supposition that there is a strict and perfect

analogy between the relation of God to us, and that of a father to

his children, of a king to his subjects, of a proprietor to his prop-

erty, of a physician to liis patients, or of a judge to those who

are judged. The metaphors doubtless teach us, that God bears

a relation to us, which may be truly though not perfectly repre-

sented by these different relations of human life ; it may be truly

represented in some respects— not as to the mode of God's agen-

cy in us and upon us, but as to the reality of it, the benefits

resulting from it, and the consequent obligations upon us. The

metaphors convey practical truths. They impressively teach us

the authority and goodness of God, the various blessings which he

bestows, and the love, gratitude and obedience which are due to

him from his redeemed people.

In all these cases, it is easy to see how the intended analogy

may be carried to an unwarrantable extent, and what absurdities

may be thus grafted upon these metaphors. Take, for example,

the relation of a father, which is so often ascribed to God, and see

what use is made of it by the Universalist. God is our Father.

But what father would see his children in a state of extreme

distress and torment forever, when he had the power to relieve

them ? And Avho can suppose that God, the Father of his rational

creatures, will suffer any of them to perish forever ? Now by the

same unwarrantable stretch of analogy, you might prove that God

will never take away our life ; because he is our Father ; and no

father, that has any paternal goodness, will kill his own children.

In every such case, the imagination and the natural sensibilities,

not restrained by knowledge and judgment, carry the resemblance

to an improper length, and so occasion pernicious errors.
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We are liable to the same mistake, when anger and revenge

are ascribed to God. There is certainly a great dissimilitude

between God and an angry and revengeful man. To imagine a

strict analogy, would be to ascribe to God feelings, and a mamier

of acting, of which he is totally incapable. There is still an

analog}"- in one point of view ; that is, the effects of God's dis-

pleasure at sin may be truly represented by the effects of human

anger and revenge ; not indeed as to the manner in which those

effects take place, but as to the certainty and dreadfulness of

them. The analogy must be restricted in the same way, when

God is called a man of war, and is hkened to a raguig lioness

robbed of her young ; and when he is said to repent and be

grieved.

Sin is in Scripture represented as a debt; the atonement, as

the payment of a debt ; and divine pardon, as the forgiveness of

a debt. In some respects there is a real analogy ; but in each

instance, the analogy must be determined by the nature of the

subject. Neglect of this principle has occasioned strange and

hurtful errors. The supposition of an exact and perfect resem-

blance between the atonement and the payment of a pecuniary

debt, might lead us to deny the full extent of the provision made

by the death of Christ for the salvation of mankind ; or it might

lead us to believe, that all men will finally be saved ; or what is a

still more shocking error, to believe that sinners are under no obli-

gation to obey the divine law, and cannot be justly required to

endure its penalty. If reasoning from analogy on this subject

should be admitted without restriction, the opinions just alluded to

could not be controverted. So important is it to keep analogy

within due limits.

Some plausible errors respecting the depravity of man and his

sanctification by the divine Spirit, and respecting other subjects,

have been occasioned by pushing to an unreasonable extent, the

analogy implied in Scripture metaphors. If sinners are, in all

respects, like men literally dead ; it is indeed absurd to represent

them as under obligation to obey God, or to call upon them to

repent. If the agency of God in converting men from sin to
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holiness is, in all respects, like the agencj of a potter in making

vessels for honorable uses ; then those who are converted must be

altogether involuntary and unconscious, and cannot be considered

as moral agents. And if the process of God in hardening the

hearts or sinners, is, in all respects, hke the agencj of a man in

hardening any substance, or like the process of a potter in making

vessels for mean purposes ; if God's blinding the eyes of the

•vvicked is, in all respects, like a man's putting out the eyes of his

neighbor ; and if his leading them into temptation, is like a man's

tempting his neighbor to sin ; it would be impossible to see the

blameworthiness of siimers, or the justice of their punishment.

On all these points, the minds of men have sometimes been per-

plexed, and prejudiced against the truth, and various errors occar

sioned, merely by not considering the proper limitations of the

analogy, implied in Scripture metaphors.

I shall proceed no further at present in pointing out the dangers

to be avoided in analogical reasoning. In a subsequent Lecture, I

shall advert again to the same general subject, in relation to the

character of Christ and the doctrine of the Trinity.
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ON SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY.

In the present Lecture, I shall state briefly the reasons which

appear to me of most weight in favor of exhibiting the truths of

religion in a systematicform.

The first reason which I urge is, that system is carried into every

other branch of knowledge. Every wi-iter, and every living teacher,

who gives histruction successfully in any branch of literature or

science, does it systematically. And the more system there is,

that is, the more perfectly the parts belonging to any subject, are

connected and arranged according to their inherent nature, and

their mutual relations, the gi'eater will be the value of what is

written or spoken, and the more highly will it be esteemed by men

of sound judgment. Now, all the reason which there is for system

in any case, exists in its full force in theology. And in fact, a sys-

tematic arrangement is even more important here than anywhere

else, inasmuch as theology is more important than any other branch

of knowledge, and a mistake, as to the nature and relations of its

diflerent doctrines, would be more pernicious than a mistake on any

other subject.

Secondly. The depth and thoroughness of religious hnowledge,

and the influence of truth upon the mind, will be best promoted by

systematic instruction.

On this point I make my appeal to facts. Look at two congre-

gations of intelligent and attentive hearers, one of which is in-

structed by a minister, who has acquired the habit of thinking sys-

tematically, and, in the general course of his preaching, has a

proper regard to logical connection and order— and the other, by

VOL. I. 8
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a minister, who, in the structure of his sermons and the arrange-

ment of his subjects, is regardless of logical order ; and you will

find a marked difference in the growth of the two congregations in

relifflous knowled";e.

And what is still more to our purpose— let two classes of theo-

logical students be placed under two different teachers, one of

whom gives instruction miscellaneously, mth. little or no regard to

connection ; while the other thinks and instructs in a strictly logical

and scientific manner ; and how manifest will be the difference be-

tween the two classes in respect to progress in the science of

theology.

Thirdly. System is evidently demanded hy man's rational for

culty. Reasoning consists very much in placing different truths

in their proper order, and making use of them for the illustration

and support of each other, and for the discovery of less obvious

truths. Man, who is distinguished by the faculty of reason, is

strongly inclined to exercise it in searching out the inherent nature

and properties of things and their relations to one another. And

his intellectual pleasure is found pre-eminently, in the cont^mplar

tion of what constitutes system. If a man has a cultivated, cor-

rect and active intellect, he will never be satisfied, while the truths

belonging to any science lie before him in a loose, disconnected

state. His curiosity will urge him on, from the knowledge of

single facts to scientific knowledge, that is, a knowledge of things

properly classified and arranged. In ethics, in theology, and iu

every branch of science, reason demands system.

Fourthly." System in theology is required by the nature and the

necessary relations of religious truths. The truths of religion,

from their very nature, sustain a relation to each other. They

are, in fact, connected together. If there is any doctrine which

does not come into this connection, it is not a truth. In other

words, there is no truth which is not, fi-om its very nature, con-

nected with other truths. Take the proposition, 7na7i is self-existr

ent. This proposition cannot hold a connection with the truths

which are revealed in Scripture or made known by experience,

respecting God, or man, or any other being. It is out of connec-
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tion with everything which has the nature of truth and reality.

It has no relation to any truth, except the relation of repugnance.

Of course, it is not a truth. For if it were a truth, it would sus-

tain to all other truths the relation of consistency.

Take the proposition, God is not eternal— his existence had

a beginning. This proposition is out of connection with all other

truths pertaining to God's attributes and works. It cannot be

made to harmonize with them. You camiot suppose this to be

true, without supposing the most important things, which are evi-

dent to reason, or revealed in Scripture, utterly false. If God

did not exist eternally, it would have been impossible that he ever

should exist, or that anything in creation should exist. The propo-

sition then is false. And falsehood caimot stand in connection

with truth.

But if you take any one of the whole circle of truths, you will

find it has a relation to other truths ; and that relation is the rela-

tion of harmony. It agrees with other truths, because itself is a

truth. And this agi-eement of different truths, this relation of

harmony between them, cannot be made to appear in a just and

proper hght, unless they are set forth in a systematic order. This

orderly arrangement cannot be neglected without injury to every

particular truth, as no truth which is not manifestly connected

with other truths, will appear to be what it really is.

But I would have it distinctly understood, that Avhenever I

speak in favor of theological systems, I refer to those which are

substantially correct. You may well object against systems which

are substantially incorrect. But because incorrect systems are to

be condemned, it certainly does not follow that we should condenm

those which are true and correct. The various systems of astron-

omy which prevailed among the ancients, were built on false hypo-

theses, and wei*e contrary to facts. It is agreed, that such sys-

tems are to be rejected. But are we to reject the system of

astronomy, which has been adopted in modern Europe ?

If the systems of theology, now in use, were all false, then of

course they would all be unsafe and pernicious. But even if this

were the case— if a correct system of theology had never yet
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been written, we could not conclude that it never will be written.

We might hope that divines will, ere long, be raised up, who

mil entertain more just ideas of the doctrines of religion, and

will be able, not only to avoid the errors which had deformed all

previous systems, but to construct a body of divinity, which shall

be worthy of the attention and the confidence of the Christian

community. This, I say, we might hope, on the most unfavorable

supposition.

But happily the fact is widely different. Most of the existing

systems, ancient and modem, contain a great proportion of divine

truth, and may be studied with advantage by intelligent Chris-

tians. I do not except' those written by Cathohc divines. But

great improvements have been made in the structure of theological

systems, since the Reformation. Those written by Calvin, Turret-

tine, Knapp, Dick, Hill, Dwight, and other distinguished divines,

though not free fi'om imperfection and error, have contributed

much, and are adapted to contribute still more, to the advance-

ment of theological knowledge. And I hope the labors of younger

divines, now living, will be yet more successful, and will result in

the framing of systems, which shall exhibit the principles of

Christian Theology more truly and ably, and in more just connec-

tions and proportions, than any which have preceded. It cannot

be doubted that every system, which sets forth the great doctrines

of revelation with clearness and ability, though not entirely with-

out faults, will be sei-viceable to the cause of truth. But it must

not be forgotten, that so far as any system contains errors, even

those which are not essential, its salutary influence will be dimin-

ished. Errors, though of minor consequence, are errors still,

and will, more or less, mar the good effect of those truths with

which they are intermingled.

But it is said, the use of system has a bad influence on the

mind, by producing an unreasonable attachment to those particular

opinions which are set forth, and thus closing the door against pro-

gress in knowledge.

The force of this objection depends entirely upon the character

of the system which is used. If the system really contains the



ON SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY. 89

truth— the truth exhibited in a just manner— then the study of

it, and the adoption of its principles, cannot fail to have a good

effect upon the mind. Let it produce a strong and unalterable

attachment to the opinions set forth. The more strong and unal-

terable it is, the better. Believing a sjstem which teaches and

defends the doctrines of the Bible, and holding to it inflexibly,

tends to enlighten and strengthen the intellect. Truth is the pro-

per nutriment of the mind, and when received and digested, pro-

motes the growth of all its faculties. And if by the study of a

system of theology, we come to know more truth, or to know it

more clearly, and to be more firmly estabhshed in it, than by pur-

suing study in a desultory, miscellaneous manner ; then such study

must contribute more to our improvement, both intellectual and

moral. The study and belief of the doctrines of revelation in

Scotland and America, where systems of divinity have been held

in the highest estimation, have actually resulted in the advance-

ment of knowledge and piety, far beyond what has taken place,

where creeds and systems have been discarded.

One tiling more. The doctrmes of orthodoxy most evidently

derive strength and influence, from being stated in the form of a

regular system. And do not opposers of orthodoxy object to sys-

tem on this very account— that is, because they know it to be a

benefit to the doctrines which they oppose ? "Would they object

to system, if employed only in favor of their own opinions ?

You may say, there is error in every system of theology. Be

it so. And is there not error, where men have broken away from

all systems ? Is there not error in the loose, miscellaneous books

which have been written on the subject of religion, and in the

thoughts and conversation of men who have nothing to do with

system ? And is there not as much error in the books wliich have

been written in opposition to systems, as in the systems which have

been opposed ? Examine the authors who have opposed Calvin's

Institutes, and see whether they are not chargeable with as many

mistakes as Calvin. Think not then that you will keep yourselves

from the contact of error, by abandoning systems, and declaiming

against them.

8*
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It must be acknowledged, tliat there is error in all books con-

taining orthodox systems, and in all orthodox books written miscel-

laneously and loosely. I ask how we can most surely detect and

avoid error, and attain to the knowledge of pure, unadulterated

truth ? To satisfy yourselves on this point, compare Locke's Essay

on the Understanding, with a score of works written unsystemati-

cally and disconnectedly on the same subject ; and suppose an

equal number of errors in Locke's work, and in the other works

written on so diflferent a plan. I hold, that the errors contained

in a work on mental philosophy, written so systematically as that

of Locke, may be much more easily detected and exposed than

those which are scattered about in the other works. If an error

comes before you in a disconnected, undefined, floating state, you

will find it difficult to lay hold of it, to examine its nature and

relations, and so to discover its inconsistency with this or that por-

tion of truth. But if an error is placed by the side of a plain truth,

the light of that truth will help you to discover it. Its being em-

bodied in a regular system, which is mainly right, will enable you

to see its falsity,— just as you discover a spot on a garment that

is white and clean, or a fault in a portrait which, for the most part,

is perfectly correct.

Let doctrines then be presented in an orderly, systematic man-

ner, so that if they are true, their truth may be seen more clearly,

and be impressed upon the mind more deeply,— and so that, if

any errors are intermingled, the light of truth shining around them,

may help you to discover and avoid them.

It has been said, that systematic theology tends to occasion dif-

ferences and sects among Christians. The adherence of the ortho-

dox to their system, and their zeal in promoting it, have been rep-

resented as a cause of di^dsion and strife.

This allegation reminds us of what Jesus said to his disciples

:

" Think not that I am come to send peace on the earth ; I am

not come to send peace, but a sword. For I am come to set a

man at variance against his father, and the daughter against her

mother." But how happened it, that such consequences flowed

from the propagation of the rehgion of Christ ? Did the fault lie
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in that religion, or in the depraved hearts of men ? The obvious

fact was, that a religion so holy as that of Christ, would be sure

to meet with hostility from the Avicked world. Truth would be

opposed by error, and righteousness by unrighteousness. Now, I

maintain that the doctrines of the orthodox, as set forth in their

creeds and systems, are substantially true, and that it has been

this predominant element of truth which has been an offence to

the unbelieving. In those who really love the truth, the exhibi-

tion of it m a just and systematic form, will promote a more and

more unwavering faith ; and its natural tendency is to promote a

umted faith. To suppose that the use of a system or a creed haa

in itself a tendency to create division among Clmstians, is con-

trary to common sense and experience. And after all the lessons

which have been learned from the history of past ages, those who

entertain a cordial affection for the truth, will resort to a system-

atic statement of what they believe, as one of the best means of

guarding against division, and promotmg a permanent union.

Every association of men, from Calvinists down to Humanitarians

and Neologists, have a system of articles, whether of behef or

unbehef, wliich they adopt. Indeed, how can men show what

their faith is, or do anything to propagate it— and how can they

pursue any measures to promote haimony among their own party,

\mless it is known what their opinions are ? And how can this be

well known, except by a statement from themselves in the form of

a creed, or of a theological system ? What can be more mani-

festly suited to communicate instruction, and to bind together

those who belong to the same denomination, than a skilful outline

and defence of the doctrines which they maintain ?

It is to some extent the fashion of the age, to decry theological

systems. This has been the case particularly with those who

embrace Unitarian or Pelagian principles. But it is plain, that

their objection really hes, not against system in the abstract, but

against such a system as that of the orthodox. They may profess

to reverence the Scriptures, and may pretend that an attachment

to any system, particularly the common orthodox system, inter-

feres with a due respect for the word of God. But how is it, in
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fact ? Who are the men in our country and in Europe, that man-

ifest the most profound respect for the word of God, and the most

ready submission to its dictates ? Are they found among those,

who declaim against the creeds and systems in common use ? Is

it not manifest, that those who show the highest and most sacred

regard to the holy Scriptures, are generally those, who hold firmly

to the common orthodox system ? And it must evidently be so,

if that system is substantially true. He who loves the truth con-

tained in the Bible, will love the same truth, when found in works

of human composure. If a man rejects the leading doctrhaes

contained in the systems of the reformed churches, he must, I

think, set aside, or undervalue the instructions of God's word.

Devout and enlightened men among the orthodox, are attached to

their theological systems, for this plain reason, that they implicitly

yield to the authority of inspiration, and bring their understanding

and heart to act in conformity with its infallible teachings.

Finally, it has been objected to system in theological writings,

that there is nothing like system in the Holy Scriptures.

This allegation, taken in its full extent, is far from being true.

Every one who carefully contemplates the works and dispensations

of God, as they are exhibited in his word, will see clear marks of

comiection and order. As the divine works are in reality con-

nected together in an orderly manner, constituting a great and

perfect system ; the sacred writings lay open that system before

us, at least in its outlines, and in striking examples.

Let any one read the History of Redemption, drawn from the

Scriptures by Edwards, and he wiU perceive, that a connected

system of divine Providence is really, though informally and with-

out technicalities, set forth in the sacred volume. The law and

the gospel are, from their very nature, connected together, as

parts of a vast scheme of moral government. The gospel pre-

supposes the law. And the law implies a Law-giver. And a law

requiring supreme love, supposes a Being worthy of supreme love,

and moral agents who are bound to exercise it. A law announc-

ing a penalty for transgression, imphes that transgression is an

evil which deserves a penalty, and that God, who is just and pow-
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erful, will take care that the penalty is carried into effect. In

these and other ways, the Scriptures make us acquainted with

order and system in God's moral government. And while it is

true, that they do not teach this system formally, they do yet

make it manifest, that there is such a system, and they so far

bring it to view, as to make it an object of devout contemplation,

and the ground of a peaceful confidence.

But I must go further. There are in the Scriptures, numerous

instances of a logical order and arrangement of subjects— strik-

ing passages, contaming, on a larger or smaller scale, the substance

of a system. The most remarkable examples of this, are found in

the Epistle to the Romans. The different parts of the Epistle are

manifestly related to one another, and are arranged in a very

orderly manner. There is continuity of thought, and close rear

soning. There is a regular concatenation of topics and arguments.

And how complete, though exceedingly condensed, is the system

of evangelical truth, here laid before us ? Something like this is

found, also, in other Epistles and in the Gospels. We have, first,

the announcement and illustration of leading doctrines ; and after

this, deductions and practical applications. Sometimes this sys-

tematic arrangement and connection of subjects appear on a

smaller scale, in the contents of a single chapter, or part of a

chapter.

But if the allegation icere true— if nothing like regular system

appeared in the sacred writings, it would by no means disprove

the utility of system in human compositions. The natural world

is as truly the work of God, as the sacred volume. But who

regards the original condition of things in the natural world, as

any reason why we should leave them just as they are, and should

never do anything to change their form, so as to fit them for the

various uses of life ? Because houses and ships do not spring up

spontaneously from the earth, who thinks it improper to build

them ? The works of God in the physical woi-ld were created for

the benefit of man. But man must use his skill to adapt them to

the object. The same in rehgion. The design of revelation can-

not be accomphshed without the labor of preachers and writers.
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And if men are to preach sermons and write books, they must do

it in such a manner, as is best suited to the purposes of instruc-

tion. And if sermons and books in a systematic form are better

adapted to communicate instruction, than in any other foi-m, they

must preach and write systematically.

The fact is, that God has made us intelligent, active beings, and

has so constituted things in the natural creation as to leave large

room for human agency ; and, happy for us, to make that agency

necessary. Science and practical utility go hand in hand. And
they are both advanced, in proportion to the diligence and skill,

with which men employ their faculties upon the materials furnish-

ed for them in the works of God. All the improvements which

have been made in the affairs of social and domestic life, and

which conduce so much to our convenience and comfort, have

resulted from the efforts of men, to give form and direction to the

substances and powers which are found to exist in the creation.

And if any objection lies against system in theology, because sys-

tem in the common human form is not fo\ind in Scripture ; it lies

against all use of human agency in teaching and propagating the

principles of natural science. And if the objection should be

considered as valid, and should exert its full influence in physical

science and theology ; the result would be, that man, who v

endued with such noble faculties, both for reasoning and for usefn

action, would be shut out both from reasoning and action, anc*

would be reduced to the wretchedness of ignorance, stupidity, anq

indolence.



LECTURE IX.

INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES. OBJECTIONS OBVIATED.*

There is no subject, wliicli is more intimately connected with

the great controversy in Christian countries at the present day,

and none which in its various bearings is more interesting, than that

which we are now to consider. Our views of the Christian rehgion

will depend very much on the opinions we entertain of the inspira-

tion of the Scriptures. For if the Scriptures were written by men

who enjoyed the infallible guidance of the Holy Spirit ; then they

are truly the ward of God, and a perfect standard of faith and

practice. The doctrines and laws which they contain, are settled

by the highest authority in the universe ; and our business is, not

to sit in judgment upon these doctiines and laws, to determine

whether they are right or wrong, but to understand, believe, and

obey them. As soon as we discover the sense of an inspired book,

we are bound to yield it our cordial assent, not indeed because we

* In the common treatises on the evidences of revelation, the genuineness and au-

thenticity of the Scriptures are considered, and that very properly, before entering

on the subject of their inspiration. And this was the order uniformly observed by

the author in his Lecture room. But for the reason hinted at in the preface, these

previous topics are here omitted. Lardner, Butler, Paley, Leslie, Chalmers, Wilson,

Alexander, and many other writers, have published larger or smaller treatises of

great value on these subjects, and have supported the truth by a strength and com-

pleteness of argument, seldom equalled in any department of knowledge. The

works of these excellent authors are accessible to theological students, many of

them to the community at large, and some of them are studied by the youth in our

colleges, academies, and schools. In the following Lectures on Inspiration, it is

assumed that the genuineness and authenticity of the Scriptures have been satisfac-

torily proved, and are commonly understood and admitted.
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could make out that sense by the exercise of our own unaided

reason, but simply on the authority of God. Our belief, resting on

such a basis, is not to be moved aside by any difficulties or objec-

tions which the wisdom of this world can suggest.

But the moment men start from this high position, that the Scrip-

tures are divinely inspired, they cease to have a sure and infallible

standard for their faith, and are thrown back upon human reason or

human ignorance as their guide. Not regarding the Bible as the

word of God, they will feel at liberty to doubt or deny any of its

decisions if contrary to their own preconceived opinions ; and the

most they will do, will be to use it as they do other books, to assist

them in forming a system of religion for themselves.

The question whether the common doctrine of inspiration is true,

is therefore of vast importance. The particular decision which is

adopted on this question, will have a direct and sensible influence

upon the manner, in which the holy Scriptures will be perused by

the common Christian, and studied and interpreted by the theolo-

gian and the critic ; and upon the manner in wliich Christianity

will be exhibited by the preacher, and apprehended and received

by the hearer. Everj^thing which pertains to the doctrines and

precepts of religion, and to the faith and practice of those who

embrace it, will be modified by the particular opinions which are

entertained respecting the inspiration of the Scriptures. All the

different grades of opinion which may prevail on this subject, from

the direct denial of any supernatural guidance, to the cordial be-

lief of a plenary inspiration, will be found to produce their appro-

priate effect upon those who maintain them.

Considering then that the subject before us is adapted to exert

so powerful an influence, and will so extensively affect the welfare

of the church and the world ; we ought surely to examine it with

diligence and candor. And we are under peculiar obligations to

do this at the present day, because this subject is rising to higher

and higher impoi-tance, and plainly appears to be forming the divid-

ing line between those who adhere to the doctrines of grace held

by our forefathers, and those who reject them.

There are some who openly discard the doctrine, that the Holy
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Scriptures were written under a special divine guidance. There

are others who profess to believe the doctrine of Inspiration, who

yet have no clear and definite views of it, or of the manner in

which it is to be proved. And there are not a few whose minds

are in a state of doubt and perplexity on the subject. While

others, even among those who are possessed of genius and learn-

ing, and who make the sacred volume a subject of intense study,

maintain opinions respecting its inspiration, which are inconsistent

with its infallibility and divine authority, and which really sink it

to a level with mere human productions.

It must, therefore, be regarded as of the highest consequence,

that we should correctly understand the doctrine of divine inspi-

ration, and should be able to maintain it, not only against the

sophistry and impiety of infidels, but against what are quite as dan-

gerous— the errors of a lax and skeptical theology.

My object is to oifer such explanations and reasonings on this

subject as shall be suited to aid your inquiries after the truth, to

obviate objections and difficulties, and to establish your faith m the

word of God.

I shall begm mth some inquiries as to the mode of reasoning,

'proper to he used in relation to this subject.

First. Do miracles prove the inspiration of those who perform

them ?

Miracles, as commonly understood, are visible effects produced,

not according to the established laws of nature, but by a special

and preternatural operation of divine power. By such an agency,

God gives an intelligible and certain testimony to the truth of those

whom he employs as instruments in miraculous operations. He

does as much as to make a public declaration, that they have been

commissioned by him as his messengers ; and that wliat they say is

infallibly true, and is invested with divine authority. Thus, in the

contest of Elijah with the prophets of Baal, the miracle which he

performed, or rather which God performed by him, was a pubUc

demonstration, that he was a true prophet, and that the God whom

he worshipped, was the true God. Thus, too, the miracles wliich

Jesus performed, proved that he was the Messiah, as he claimed

VOL. I. 9
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to be, and that all his declarations were true. Miracles, then,

clearly prove the divine commission of those who perform them,

and the truth and authority of what they teach. And if they

claim to be inspired, their miracles funiish satisfactory pi-oof of the

truth of their claim. If they teach any doctrines, or foretell

future events, their miracles entitle them to our full confidence,

and invest their doctrines and predictions with divine authority.

Secondly. Oan the inspiration of the sacred tvriters he jjroved

from the excellence of what they lorote f

Answer. We find great excellence in many books which no one

supposes to be inspired. It is clear, then, that merely writing a

book which contains excellent doctrines and precepts, and which

exhibits them in an impressive mamier, cannot be deemed sufficient

proof of the inspiration of the writer. It is true, that if a writer

is vmder the supernatural guidance of the Holy Spirit, his doc-

trines will be pure and excellent. But no decisive argument in

favor of the inspiration of any writer, can be drawn from the ex-

cellence of the doctrines he teaches, unless it can be shown, that

it was impossible for him to come to the knowledge of those doc-

trines by natural means. In regard to various predictions con-

tained in the Bible, this can be proved. So that the argument in

favor of the inspiration of the prophets is perfectly clear. But

the excellence of other things contained in the Bible, cannot be a

clear proof of inspiration unless it is evident, that it was beyond

the power of the writers to know them, and to commit them to

writing, without supernatural aid.

It is easy to make this evident in regard to many of the great

principles revealed in the word of God. But it is not ej^sy to do

it in regard to all which the Bible contains.

The argument drawn from the character of the writers, and the

care of divine providence in the preservation of the sacred books,

is of great consequence, and, in connection with other things, must

be regarded as conclusive evidence. These circumstances are

indispensable to our belief of the doctrine of inspiration. For

were not the Scriptures marked with purity and excellence ; did

they not proceed from holy men ; and had they not all the quali-
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ties which the writers ascribe to them ; we coxild not admit them

to be inspired, how confidently soever the writers might assert

their inspiration. At the same time, we must remember that

other books can be found, which were written by good men, and

which are remarkable for their purity and sublimity, and for the

influence they have had in promoting human happiness, but which

we by no means consider to be divinely inspired.

" These two positions," says Dr. Knapp, " the contents of the

sacred books, or the DOCTRINES taught in them, are of divine o?'igin,

and, the books themselves are given by inspiration of Crod, are

not the same, but need to be carefully distinguished. It does not

follow from the arguments which prove the doctrines of the Scrip-

tures to be divine, that the books themselves were written under a

divine impulse. A revealed truth may be taught in any book

;

but it does not follow that the book itself is divine. We might be

convinced of the truth and divinity of the Christian religion, from

the mere genuineness of the books of the New Testament, and

the credibility of the authors. The divinity of the Christian reh-

gion can therefore be conceived, independently of the inspiration

of the Bible. This distinction was made as early as the time of

Melanchthon."

The argument to which I attach the greatest importance is the

testimony of the sacred writers tJiemselves respecting their own in-

spiration. Their testimony, whether expressed or implied, is as

worthy of credit on this subject, as on any other. They are vmques-

tionably as able to inform us, under what influence the Scriptures

were written, especially considermg that their own agency was

employed in writing them, as they are to teach us the doctrines

of Christianity, or to make known distant future events. The in-

spiration of the sacred writers is a matter of fact. For informa-

tion respecting this fact, and respecting its extent, its degree, and

its results, we are dependent mainly on their testimony.

It must be considered as a given point, that the sacred writers

are competent to give testimony in relation to the subject under

discussion, and that their testimony is entitled to entire credit. If

proof of their credibility is called for, I refer ultimately to the
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miracles wliich thej peifoi-med, for the very purpose of proving

their divine commission, and the truth and authority of what thej

taught. ISIiracIes furnish an obvious and satisfactory proof of all

this. They show the hand of God in a special manner. They

are the testunony of God, and always have been, and always will

be received as such. And as he is a Being of infinite intelhgence

and perfect veracity, his testimony must be regarded as the high-

est possible evidence.

We are not in this place to enter on the consideration of those

arguments which prove the Scriptures to contain a revelation from

God, in op]josition to deists. Those argiunents are presented with

great perspicuity and force by a variety of authors, who have un-

dertaken to defend the Clu'istian religion. In my reasoning on

the question, whether the writers of the Scriptures were divinely

inspired, I consider the genuineness, truth, and authority of the

Scriptures as proved ; and for evidence in support of the doctrine

which I maintain, I rely prmcipally on the information which the

writers themselves have given.*

But before proceeding to the proof of inspiration, I shall notice

some prepossessions and mistakes which it is important to a\''oid,

and suggest some cautions which ought to be observed. In this

way I hope to do something towards freeing your minds from

needless doubt and perplexity, and pi-eparing you more justly to

weigh the argiunents wliich will be offered in support of the doctiine

under consideration.

1. We are not to suppose that we can exactly understand the

manner in which the mind is affected by inspiration of God, or

liow any man hioivs that he is mider infallible divine guidance, and

that his declarations are clothed with divine authority.

We have never been the subjects of a supernatural inspiration

ourselves, and of course we cannot understand what it is by our

own experience. Isaiah and Paul, and others had, probably, as

* The Rev. Daniel Wilson in his Lectures, makes his appeal directly to the

sacred writers themselves. " What do the writers of the holy books teach us upon

the subject of inspiration ? What can we reasonably infer from the testimony of

our Loi'd and his Apostles concerning it ?"
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real and definite a consciousness of the peculiar state of their o^vn

minds, and the manner in which thej were affected, when under

the supernatural influence of the Spirit, as at any other time. But

the effect produced upon their thoughts, and the generiiil state of

their minds, when under that supernatural influence, must have

been widely different from anything which we have ever experi-

enced ; and we may be as unable' to form a definite conception of

it, as of the peculiar state of an angel's mind, and of the manner

in which he thinks and acquires knowledge. How is it possible

for us to have a clear notion of the manner in which the mind is

affected by inspiration, without being inspired ourselves ? Indeed,

how can we form a clear conception of any state of mind, without

being the subjects of it ?

If it should be said, that we could learn the manner in which

divine mspiration affects the mind, from a description of it by

those who know what it is by experience ; it would be sufficient to

reply, that we have no such description. Neither Paul, nor Isaiah,

nor any other, has informed us how his mind was affected by the

supernatural uifluence which acted upon him, or in what way it

was made certain to his mind, that he was divinely inspired. And

even if an inspired writer had given a particular description of

the effect of inspiration on his own mind, the nature of the subject

is such that, in all probability, no description could convey any just

notion of it to our minds. As it is the fact then, that we never

had the state of mind produced by inspiration ; and as no exact

description has been given of that state of mind in others ; and

as we should probably be unable to understand the real import of

the language, by which an inspii-ed man might attempt to describe

liis state of mind to us ; we must be content to remain without

exact knowledge on the subject. And we have reason to appre-

hend, that any attempt of ours to form definite conceptions of it,

would lead us into eri'or.

If these views are correct, then our inability to understand ex-

actly the manner of inspiration should not be suffered to diminish

our confidence in its reality, or its practical results. On the

ground of the evidence which we possess, we ought to entertain

9»



102 INSPIRATION.

as full a belief of the fact, that all Scripture is given bj inspiration

of God, and, consequently, that the doctrines and laws which it

contains are marked with infallibility and divine authority, as

though we knew perfectly how a supernatural divine influence

affected the minds of the writers, or even as though we ourselves

had written the Scriptures under a guidance which we knew to be

infallible and divine.

2. It does by no means appear, that the inspiration of the

sacred writers was confined to the I'evelation of new truths.

In many instances, it is manifestl}^ suitable and important that

God should influence liis servants to declare old truths as well as

new ones, provided those old truths are necessary to promote the

best interests of man. The supposition is perfectly reasonable,

that God may have as real an agency in moving his prophets to

write truths with which they were before acquainted, and in afibrd-

ing them such guidance as to secure them against all mistake, and

render their communications exactly agreeable to his will, as in

enabling them to write truths never before made kno^vn. Christ

promised to give his apostles a heavenly Teacher, who should ena-

ble them rightly to perform every part of their oSice, and among

other things, to assist their memones. It seems to have been a prui-

cipal object of that promised assistance of the Spirit, so to guide

the apostles, that they should truly recollect the things which they

had before seen and heard, and should infallibly, and in the best

manner, communicate them, or necessary parts of them, both orally

and by writing, for the benefit of others.

This principle, if well fixed in your minds, Avill be of great use

in relieving you from needless difficulties respecting the inspiration

of various parts of the Bible. It appears that the historical books

of the Old Testament, generally, were composed either from tra-

ditions with which the writers were familiar, or from pre-existent

records. But whoi difficulty ca,n this circumstance occasion in

regard to their inspiration ? Was it not important that the Holy

Spirit should assist the memories and other faculties of the

"writers, in making a suitable record of that with which they were

already acquainted ? Was it not important that he should so
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influence and guide them, that thej should write just so much, and

in just such a manner, as he saw to be best adapted to answer

the ends intended ? And what reason have we to suppose that

they would ever have done all this, without divine guidance ? If

we examine the public addresses of the apostles recorded in the

Scriptures, we shall find they were composed, for the most part,

of fjicts, arguments, and conclusions, which, in all probability, had

been familiar to the apostles before. Be it so. Is there any diffi-

culty in supposing that, in all such cases, the divine Spirit afforded

them such direction, that they should judge with infallible wisdom

what was proper to be said, and that they should speak according

to the will of God ? Was not the Spirit promised for this very pur-

pose ? " Take no thought Iww or what ye shall speak ; for it

shall be given you in that same hour what ye shall speak. For it

is not you that speak, but the Spirit of your Father which speak-

eth in you." The influence of the Spirit here promised, instead

of being limited to the revelation of things before unknown, was

to guide them in gi\Ting an infallible testimony to truths wliich they

had before learned. He was to teach them both " Iww and what

they should speak," in reference to any portion of divine truth

which the occasion might demand. The same was necessary as to

all parts of Scripture. For no human wisdom was competent to

determine, what and how men shoidd write for the benefit of all

future ages. How widely different would be the judgment of any

man now living, from the wisdom which presided over the wTiting

of the Scriptures ! If left to foi'm an opinion on the subject, inde-

pendently of what we know to be the decision of divine wisdom,

would not every man think that various things included in the

sacred volume, ought to have been omitted ? As an uistance, I

might mention those naked histories of human weakness, folly,

and impurity, which infidelity has so often made the subject of

profane ridicule. God, who perfectly knows the nature of man,

and all his wants and dangers, and how to promote his eternal

interests in the best manner, doubtless saw that important ends

would be answered by those parts of Scripture, which we should

have thought least calculated to do good. And I am fuUy per-
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suaded that we can, in no way, account satisfactorily for the Avrit-

ing of such a book, hy such men, or by any men, without the sup-

position of a special divine interference.

It win be remembered that my reasoning here is meant for

those, who believe that the Bible is the word of God, and that it

is, in all respects, what the wisdom of God chose that it should

be ; of course, that it is free from faults, and perfectly adapted

to promote the ends of a divine revelation. It is with Christians,

that my reasoning is concerned. Now, clearly. Christians can

have no reason to presume, that the agency of the divine Spirit

in the sacred writers, must have been confined to the smgle pur-

pose of revealing new truths ; and no reason to object to the posi-

tion, that those writers were constantly under the direction of

.divine wisdom, even in making a record of those things with which

they were before acquainted. For in making this record so as

perfectly to answer the ends of infinite wisdom, it was necessary

there should be such an adaptation of it to the exigencies of the

church in all ages, as must have required the presiding influence

of an omniscient mind— must have required it as really, as the

first communication of those truths which lay beyond the discovery

of human reason. It can then be no vahd objection against the

inspiration of any parts of the Bible, that they contain truths

which the writers might have known, either by natural means,

without the help of any divine revelation, or by means of a revela-

tion before made to others. Accordingly, if the sacred writers

declare, without suggesting any qualification, that all Scripture is

given by inspiration of God ; we have no good reason so to quahfy

and restrict the meaning of their declaration, that it shall apply

to those parts only, in which a revelation of new truths was made.

3. It is nq objection against the inspiration of the Scriptures,

that they zvere ivritten in a language completely human, and that

they exhibit all the varieties in the mode of writing, which are com-

man in other works.

No one can doubt that it was possible for God, had he judged

best, to give us sacred books in a very difierent form. He could

have influenced men to give instruction to the world, in a style
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widely different from \vliat they were accustomed to use. If he

had chosen, that his messengers shoukl speak in a language con-

sisting of common human words ; he could still have led them to

give those words an uncommon structure ; or if the structure was

according to common usage, he could have caused it to be per-

fectly uniform ; so that, although coming from men of various

talents and various tastes, it should be as though it all came from

one and the same man. But a little reflection will satisfy any one,

that a revelation made in either of these ways would not be con-

sistent with the wisdom of God, nor adapted most eflfectually to

t)romote the Avelfare of the world.

If God gives instruction to men, he must give it in language

which men can understand. Should divine instruction be convey-

ed in language which is super-human, it would then become ne-

cessary, either that it should be translated mto human language, or

that the human mind should be enabled to understand it by some

supernatural endowments. The supposition of Shaftsbury, that

a style of writing essentially different from what is in common use,

w^ould be necessary in a divine revelation, is manifestly incon-

sistent, and cannot for a moment be admitted. And as it is

perfectly clear, that a variety in the mode of writing is calculated

to answer important ends, which could not be answered by a per-

fect uniformity ; it would be reasonable to expect, that God would

employ such a variety, if he wished to make special communica-

tions to men ;— that he would sometimes give insti'uction by

history ; sometimes by ]X)etry ; sometimes by allegory ; sometimes

by proverbs or maxims ; sometimes by rational arguments ; some-

times by impassioned appeals to the heart ; and sometimes in

other ways ; and that he would make use of all those figures of

speech, which are suited to make a deep impression on the mind,

or to rouse its dormant faculties. The propriety and utihty of

this variety in the mode of conveying truth, result from the con-

stitution which God himself has given to the human mind. And
surely it is but natural to expect that, in all his instructions, he

will have a regard to the nature which he has given to man ; and

that he will employ that mode of teaching, which shall be best
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adapted to produce the desired eflfect. When, therefore, ^ye find

that the writers of the sacred volume made use of human lan-

guage, and of all the common modes of writing ; most surely, we

cannot consider it as affording any proof that those writers were not

under the guidance of the divine Spirit. See, says the objector,

how each writer expresses himself naturally in his own way, just as

all uninspired writers are accustomed to do. And see too, we

might reply, how each apostle when speaking before rulers, with

the promised aid of the Holy Spirit, spoke naturally, with his own

voice, and in his o^ti way. There is no more objection to inspira-

tion in one case, than in the other. The mental faculties and

habits of the apostles, their style, their voice, their mode of speech,

all remained as they were. What then had the divine Spirit to

do ? What was the work which appertained to him ? We reply,

his work was, so to direct the apostles in the use of their own

talents and habits, their style, their voice, and all their peculiar

endowments, that they should speak or write, each in his own way,

just what God would have them speak or Avrite, for the good of

the church in all ages.

The fact, that the individual pecuHarities of the sacred penmen

are every where so plainly impressed on their writings, is one of

the most common objections to the doctrine of inspu-ation, and one

which has obtained a deep lodgment in the minds of some intelli-

gent Christians. We have frequently noticed such indi^dduaJ

pecuharities ; and we regard them as entirely consistent with the

highest views of divine inspiration. From the following quotation

and from many others Avhich might be made, it appears, that si

excellent an author as Gaussen goes as far as Henderson, or any

other writer, in asserting the remarkable individual characteristics

referred to.

Gaussen says, " although the title of each book should not indi-

cate to us that we are passing from one author to another, yet we

could quickly discover, by the change of their character, that a

new hand has taken the pen. It is perfectly easy to recognize

each one of them, although they speak of the same Master, teach

the same doctrines, and relate the same incidents." But how



OBJECTIONS OBVIATED. 107

does this prove that Scripture is not in all respects inspired ?

" So far are we," says this author, " from overlooking human

individuality, everywhere impressed on our sacred books, that, on

the contrary, it is with profound gratitude, and with an ever-

increasing admiration, that we regard this living, real, human char-

acter infused so charmingly into every part of the word of God.

—We admit the fact ; and we see in it clear proof of the divine

wisdom Avhicli dictated the Scriptures."

Those who urge the objection above mentioned, are plainly

inconsistent with themselves. For, while they deny the plenary

inspiration of some parts of Scripture, because they have these

marks of individaality , they acknowledge inspiration in the fullest

sense in other parts, particularly in the prophecies, where this

individuahty of the writers is equally apparent.

In truth, what can be more consonant with our best views of

the wisdom of God, or with the general analogy of his works,

than that he should make use of the thoughts, the memories, the

peculiar talents, tastes and feelings of his servants in recording

his word for the instruction of men ? Why should he not asso-

ciate the peculiarities of their personal character with what they

WTite under his infallible guidance ? But, independently of our

reasoning, this matter is decided by the Bible itself. " All Scrip-

ture is divinely inspired ; " and it is all the word of God. And

it is none the less the word of God, and none the less inspired,

because it comes to us in the language of Moses, and David, and

Paul, and the other sacred writers. " It is God who speaks to us,

but it is also man ; it is man, but it is also God." The word of

God, in oi-der to be intelligible and profitable to us, " must be

uttered by mortal tongues, and be written by mortal hands, and

must put on the features of human tlioughts. This blending of

humanity and divinity in the Scriptures reminds us of the majesty

and the condescension of God. Viewed in this light, the word of

God has unequalled beauties, and exerts an unequalled power over

our hearts."

4. It is no argument against the doctrine of inspiration, under-

stood even in the highest sense, that in lonting the Scriptures

the sacred penmen made use of their oivn faculties.
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Had God seen it to be wise and propei', he could have produced

a book of sacred instructions by a miraculous act of his power,

without any instrumentality whatever, as he wrote the ten com-

mandments on tables of stone. Or he could have caused the book

to be written by men destitute of any conceptions of what they

wrote, using them as unintelligent, passive instruments. He could

have used their hands to write, or their organs of speech to utter

the instruction he would give, without any use of their mental fac-

ulties. Or if he had chosen that the men employed in writing

the book, should understand what they wrote, and should express

in their writing the conceptions of their own minds ; he could have

produced those conceptions by an immediate act of his power,

without any kind of exertion or activity on their part. But nei-

ther of these methods would agree with what we know of the

common method of divine operation. And neither of them would

be suited to the end which divine benevolence aims to accomplish.

From the nature of the case, it would seem altogether probable,

that if God intended to communicate instruction to the world, he

would employ human beings as instruments, and would employ

them as intelligent, active instruments, and would excite them to

use their intellectual and moral powers in making the communicar

tion. All that we have seen of the divine conduct in other

respects, would lead us to expect this. And what possible objec-

tion can there be against it ? A revelation made in the manner

nere supposed, may be as infallible, and in all respects as perfect,

as if made in any other way. For surely God can so guide and

superintend the mental and bodily powers of men, as to produce,

through them, just such a book as he wishes to produce, and just

such as he would produce, if he employed no agency but his own.

For example ; he could exert such an influence and control over

the mind of Isaiah and Paul, that the commands and promises,

given by them, should be as perfectly agreeable to his will, and

clothed with as high an authority, as though he had written them

himself on tables of stone, as he did the Decalogue.

This being the case, it follows, that the abundant evidence which

the sacred volume contains, that the writers made a diligent use
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of their own mental and bodily powers, furnishes no argument

against the position, that they wrote as they were moved by the

Holy Ghost.

5. It is no objection against the inspiration of the Scriptures,

tJiat they contain many tilings which are, in themselves, of little

orno consequence.

Things which are of small consequence in themselves, may be

of great consequence, when considered in all their relations.

Great effects result from little causes. And these little causes

acquire a relative importance, in proportion to the greatness of

the effects resulting from them. A single thought, a dream, the

motion of a finger or a pebble, may occasion mighty events, and

in a history of mighty events, may deserve to be particularly

mentioned. If small things arc visibly connected Avith great, we

perceive at once the propriety of their being distinctly noticed.

And when they are not connected in any way which is at present

visible to us ; still there may be a connection, and that connection

which is always perfectly known to God, may ultimately become

manifest to us. And those things which we are accustomed to con-

sider as small, may, in reality, be as important, as if their connec-

tion with other things were now fully known to us ; and it may be

as important that history should record them. Indeed it may be

that, without recording them, history could not have a perfect

agreement with the truth. For do not small things actually occur

in the course of human affairs ? Let any one survey his own life

for a day or a week, and see if this is not the case. It is so even

with prophets and apostles, as well as with others. There never

was a man, whose life, from day to day, and from hour to hour, was

chiefly made up of great actions and great events. Hence no his-

tory of human Ufe could answer to the reality, without recording

many little things. The writers of common history frequently

make a selection of a few actions and events, which are remarkable

and splendid, and omit others ; and thus they make a representation,

which is flattering to human pride, but which, as a whole, is not

according to truth. In this respect, the writers of sacred history

have a manifest superiority over all others. They take no pains

VOL. I. 10
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to give to human characters and events a splendor which is not

real. Thej honestly relate the little things which occur in human

life, as well as the great ; the dishonorable, the vicious, and even

the disgusting, as well as the honorable, and A-irtuous, and lovelj.

The picture which they draw is true, answering to the original.

Now the question is, whether the Scriptures shall, to a greater

or less extent, contain a history of human life, and whether it shall

be a true history, or a fiction. If a history of any portion of the

human race, or of any period of the world, is necessary to the

good of the church ; then the benevolence of God must incline

him so to influence the writers of the Bible, that they shall furnish

such a history. And if God chooses to have a history of human

affairs contained in his word, we have every reason to believe he

will so assist and guide his servants, that they shall write a history

exactly conformed to truth. And if conformed to truth, it must

record many things which are neither great nor honorable.

The same remarks may be made on those parts of Scnpture,

which contain maxims,— sentiments of small weight,— minute

directions,— and little developments of thought or feeling. These

things are evidently of real use. There are many cases of duty

or difficulty, to which they are directly adapted, and for which we

should not be well prepared without them. They are therefore

important, as making a part of that book, which is intended to be

a directory of human conduct. And who can doubt the goodness

of God in causing a book to be written so as fully to answer the

wants of man? And who can with any propriety say, that the

Bible contains things too small to be worthy of the notice of God,

when, in fact, those small things are essential to the perfection and

the highest usefulness of a revelation ? With just as much pro-

priety might we object to the world's being the Avork of God, be-

cause it contains many little things ; and we might ask, who can

suppose that God would ever exert an agency, or have any con-

cern, in things of such a nature ? But we know that God has in

fact created and sustained the world, and all that is in it ; and

hence we infer, that it is perfectly consistent with his infinite majes-

ty, that he should create, ' sustain, and constantly regard little
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things, as well as great. And if God may consistently have an

agency m the production of little things in the natural world ;
why

not in the sacred writings ?

But if, after all, any one shall assert, that there are things in the

Bible, which are of no possible use as to the great ends of revela-

tion, and therefore, that it is inconsistent to suppose, that those who

wrote them had the guidance of the Holy Spirit ; I would desire

him first to specify the things referred to, and then to show, that

they neither have been, nor can be, of any use. Suppose he fixes

upon the passage, which has often been referred to as of no possi-

ble consequence, 2 Tim. 4: 13, in which Paul directs Timothy to

bring the cloak that lie left at Troas, with the hooks, especially the

parchmeiits. I would ask him whether the direction might not be

very important to the comfort or usefulness of Paul, exposed as

he was to cold and nakedness ; and whether the books, and es-

pecially the parchments, might not be of use to the interests of the

church, as they might contain copies of some of Paul's Epistles,

or other writmgs of great moment. Or suppose any one refers to

the counsel of Paul to Tunothy, as a matter of no consequence—
" Drink no longer water, but use a little wine for thy stomach's

sake, and thine often infiirmities." Was not this counsel an ex-

pression of Paul's tender sohcitude for the health and usefulness

of Timothy ? And was it not calculated to be an essential benefit

to him ? And is it not evidently adapted to be useful at the pres-

ent day also, as it plainly shows in the first place, that Timothy

was in the habit of abstaining wholly from sti-ong drink, even from

vme, (which was then doubtless the pure juice of the grape,) and

that he needed a du-ection from an Apostle to influence him to

drink even a little ;— and secondly, as it shows, that the Apostle,

did not direct Timothy to use even a little wine, except as a med-

icine in case of bodily infirmity.

6. It is no objection to tlie inspiration of the Scriptures, that the

real andfull meaning of some passages was not known at the time

they were written, or even that it remains unknown to the present

^y.
In this respect, the same is true of the Scriptures as of the
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natural world. There are many things in the creation, the nature

and design of which lay concealed for thousands of years, and

many Avhich are, even at the present day, but imperfectly tmder-

stood, or not understood at all. Notwithstanding this, it is true

that God created them, and preserves them ; and that they are de-

signed for some important end. So, as to those things in Scripture

which are not well understood ; it may be that they will ultimately

be understood, and that some special and additional good may re-

sult from them, in consequence of their having been so long involved

in obscurity. Even during the time they are not understood, they

may be of use, in promoting among good men a becoming sense of

their limited knowledge, and in exciting them to dihgent endeavors

after higher acquisitions. And we know that God has by additional

revelations, as well as by the course of his providence, and the

well directed labors of his servants, often explained that which

was before left designedly obscure.

If, therefore, we find ever so many things in the Bible, which we

do not understand, (and there are such things, by the confession

of all ;) we are by no means to regard them as an objection to the

inspiration of the writers. Our not understanding them may be

owing to a faulty ignorance in us ; an ignorance which persevering

dihgence might have removed. Or they may he beyond the reach

of our present capacity, and the capacity and means of information

which any man now possesses, and may be reserved as subjects, on

which the human mind is to exert its faculties successfully in future

time. They may not be intended particularly for our use, but for

the use of some following generation. So Peter suggests that, in

some things, the prophets ministered not to themselves, but to those

wJu) should come after. Now suppose it pleases God, by his Spirit,

to influence his servants to write some things which cannot be well

understood in their day, but which are intended to be understood,

and to be of special use, in future ages ; this is no discredit to his

wisdom or goodness. In fact, do not all our endeavors to arrive

at a more perfect knowledge of the Scriptures imply, that hitherto

they have been but imperfectly understood ? And if we may con-

sistently believe, that men who were divinely inspired wrote what
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has hitherto been but imperfectly understood ; why may we not

beheve that, in some instancies, they wrote what for a time cannot

be understood at all ? What warrant have we to sa}'', that if any

thing is written, under Divine influence, for the benefit of the

church, it must be so written that all men in all ages shall under-

stand it ?

7. Instances of incorrectness in the present copies of the Scrip-

tures cannot be objected to the inspiration of the writers.

How can the fact, that God has not infallibly guided all the

transcribers of his word, prove, that he did not infallibly guide

those who originally Avrote it ? We might as well say, that if those

who first wrote the Bible were inspired ; then all who have received

and read it must have been inspired. Suppose men have committed

mistakes, either intentional or unintentional, in making out copies

of the Bible. Have they not made mistakes also in regard to every

other work of God ? But do the mistakes of men in regard to any

works of God prove, that they are not his works ? Nothing can be

more certain, than that the inadvertence, or ignorance, or wicked-

ness of man has marred many things, both in the natural and in

the moral world, the original formation of which was owing wholly

to the agency of God, dnd was a clear manifestation of his wisdom

and benevolence. And what grounds have we to think that this

may not be the case, in regard to a book given by divine inspirar

tion, as well as in regard to other divine works ?

To object to the inspiration of the Scriptures on account of the

inaccuracy of the translations, and the various readings of the arir

dent manuscript cojnes, would be totally irrelevant. For what we

assert is, the inspiration of the original Scriptures, not of the

translations, or the ancient copies. The fact, that the Scriptures

were divinely inspired, cannot be expunged or altered by any sub-

sequent event. The very words of the decalogue were written by

the finger of God, and none the less so because the manuscripts

which transmit it to us contain some variations. The integrity of

the copies has nothmg to do with the inspiration of the original.

It is, however, well known, that the variations are hardly worthy to

be mentioned.

10*
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But if the copies of the Scriptures which we have, are not in-

spired, then how can the inspiration of the original writings avail

to our benefit ? The answer is, that, according to the best evi-

dence, the original writings have been transmitted to us with re-

markable fideUtj, and that our present copies, so far as anything of

consequence is concerned, agree with the writings as they came

from inspired men ; so that, through the gracious care of divine

providence, the Scriptures now in use are, in all important respects,

the Scriptures which were given by inspiration of God, and are

stamped with divine authority. In this matter, we stand on the

same footing ^\-ith the apostles. For when they spoke of the Scrip-

tures, they doubtless referred to the copies which had been made

and preserved among the Jews, not to the original manuscripts

written by Moses and the prophets.

8. Instances of apparent disagreement among the different wri-

ters of the sacred volume, and of apparent contradiction in the

»ame writers, are no valid objection against their inspiration.

We can satisfactorily account for an appearance of disagreement,

where there is no disagreement in reality. An appearance of con-

tradiction often vanishes on inquiry ; and the agreement becomes

more sensible and striking, than if there had never been any ap-

pearance of the contrary. This is the case with most of the ap-

parent discrepancies foiind in the Scriptures. Thorough investi-

gation has made it manifest, that those passages which appeared

inconsistent, are perfectly reconcilable with each other. Now it

is always regarded as a circumstance in favor of the credibility of

witnesses, when their testimony, which at first appears contradic-

tory, is found, on careful inquiry, to be consistent.

But suppose there are some instances in which we are unable to

discover a perfect consistency between difierent parts of Scripture.

We cannot on tliis account decide against the inspiration of the

writers ; because further inquiry, and a better method of interpret-

ing the sacred writings, may help us to discover a consistency,

which at present does not appear. And if, in the present copies of

the Scriptures there are some real contradictions ; this cannot prove

that the original writings were not divinely inspired ; because these
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contradictions may be owing to the mistakes of transcribers. And

it is well known, that the most remarkable instances of contradic-

tion are found in those words or sentences, in which a mistake in

copying might have been most easily made. Considering how the

Scriptures abound with details of names, numbers, facts, and minute

circumstances, it would seem to be a matter of wonder, that the

copyists committed no more mistakes, rather than that they com-

mitted so many.



LECTURE X.

MANNER OF QUOTING FROM THE OLD TESTAMENT BY THE

WRITERS OF THE NEW.

9. The manner in ivMch the writers of the New Testament

make quotations from the Old, is urged as an objection against

their inspiration.

The objection, to have any force, must be grounded on some

incorrectness in the quotations. But I maintain that there is no

such incorrectness— that the manner in which the writers of the

New Testament quote from the Old, is conformed to good use,

and is suited to accompHsh the ends which are sought ; and con-

sequently, that their manner of quoting is no evidence against

their inspiration.

As the mode of quotation now referred to, has been much

insisted upon by those who have rejected the common doctrine of

inspiration and has sometimes been strenuously urged as a conclu-

sive argument against Christianity itself; it must be allowed to

deserve a very particular consideration.

All which I can now do, will be, to lay before you the principles

on which the difficulty may be solved, and to adduce a sufficient

number of quotations to illustrate those principles.

With regard to those passages in the New Testament, in which

real predictions are quoted from the Old, there can be no difficulty.

The quotations may not be made in the exact language of the

prophets ; and they may be cited in one place in a manner some-

what diflferent from what they are in another. All that can be

required is, -that the writer should distinctly show what passage

he means to quote as a prediction. It can be of no consequence,

whether he does this by citing the whole passage exactly ; or by
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citing exactly such a part of it, as will satisfy us to what prediction

he refers; or by giving the substance of the passage in other

words ; or by merely referring to the place, where the prediction

is found. All these methods of citation or reference, are in good

use ; and either of them may be employed without any mistake or

unpropriety. It is frequently a matter of great convenience, both

in speaking and writing, and a means too of making the most

favorable impression, to quote in the most mmmary way. To

make out a quotation fully, and in the very words of the original

author, is often not only unnecessary, but disadvantageous. These

remarks are specially applicable to predictions which were regard-

ed as uncommonly important, and which were of course familiar

to those, for whose sake they Avere cited in the New Testament.

Without entering here on the mquiry, which of the particular

passages quoted in the New Testament as being fulfilled, are real

predictions ; I Avill just remark, that predictions may be contained

in many passages in the Old Testament, which are in some

respects involved in great perplexity and obscurity. The books

of the Old Testament were -written in a distant period of time,

and in a language which has long since ceased to be used by any

nation or society of men. They were written too in circumstances

which can be but very imperfectly known to us. Besides this,

the authors of the Old Testament, particularly of those parts

which contain prophecy, wrote in a manner exceedingly diverse

from anything Avhich is common among us. They frequently

pass from one subject to another with great abruptness, and with-

out giving the least notice of the transition. This, however con-

trary to common usage at the present time, must be considered as

having been perfectly natural, in that state of mental excitement

to which the inspired writers were raised. Who can suppose that

a mind, elevated by divine mfluence, like the mind of Isaiah, or

the mind of David in some of the Psalms, could, in its movements,

have been subject to the same rules of rhetoric or logic, as the

minds of hterary men at this day ? We are then to be very cau-

tious in concluding, that a passage in the Old Testament was not

intended to be understood as a prophecy, because it is attended
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"with obscurity, or because it is not introduced as a prophecy,

formally and distinctly, or because it stands closely connected witli

what relates to different subjects. Nor are we to conclude, that

a passage in the Old Testament is not a real prediction, because

its accomplishment is nowhere mentioned, either in those Scrip-

tures which were subsequently written, or in any other history to

which we have access. The history of such accomplishment may

be brought to light at some future time ; or it may have been lost

beyond recovery. But surely our ignorance, however occasioned,

can make no difference as to the truth or the signification of God's

word, or the occurrence of events corresponding with it. Before

attempting to judge on this point, we ought to attend carefully to

the remarks above made ; and we ought above all to be sure, that

we have a familiar acquaintance with the mode of writing which

was in use among the Hebrews, especially with the peculiarities

of their prophetic style, and also with the whole compass of events

in divine providence which stand related to prophecy. While we

have but an imperfect acquaintance with these important branches

of sacred science, we are not to be surprised, if we find ourselves

perplexed with the difficulties of the subject now under considera-

tion.

To the inquiry, which of the texts quoted in the New Testament

are to he considered as predictions, my general reply is, that we

must determine this very much as we determine the meaning of

any other passages of Scripture ; that is, by applying the proper

rules of interpretation. The first step is, to examine the text as it

stands in the Old Testament, and see whether there is anything

in the text itself, or in the context, which shows it to be a predic-

tion. We must inquire, on what subject the writer is speaking
;

whether it appears to be his object to foretell future events ; and

whether, taking the passage by itself, or in connection with the

context, we can reasonably think, that the writer, or the Spirit

that inspired him, intended to point out the particular event, to

which the text is appUed in the quotation. When a thorough

examination of the place satisfies us that the text quoted was

meant to be a prediction, we come to the quotation in the New
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Testament prepared to believe, that the writer designedly intro-

duces it as a prediction of the event to which he applies it ; not

merely because it is introduced by any of the common formulas,

but because there is evidence that the passage quoted, was origi-

nally meant to be a prediction. As a plain example of this, I

might mention Isa. 53, which cannot, without violence, be under-

stood as relating to any one but the Messiah.

But suppose, that after the most careful examination, we are

still in suspense, whether the original writer of a passage, quoted

in the New Testament, meant it as a prediction ; we are then to

inquire, whether any satisfaction can be had from the writer who

makes the quotation. In this way we may, in some instances,

become entirely satisfied respecting the meaning and application of

texts in the Old Testament, concerning which, considered merely

as they stand there, we should find ourselves in a state of uncer-

tainty. To show the proper mode of investigation in such a case,

I would refer you to Psalm 16: 10. We first examine this in its

place, as written by David. In this Psalm we find a variety of

devout sentiments, which are much like what David and other

writers of the Psalms expressed in other cases, and which might

all be very properly expressed by devout men, as their own senti-

ments, in any age,— except v. 10. " For thou wilt not leave my
soul in hell, neither wUt thou suffer thine Holy One to see corrup-

tion." Concerning the sense of this, our minds would probably

be in doubt ; though, takmg it in connection with the drift of

the Psalm, we might be inclined to think it to be in some way

applicable to David, and so be led to seek after a meaning that

would correspond with this view. We might adopt a construction

as far from sober truth, as that of Rosenmiiller ; who, applying

the passage wholly to David, seems yet unwilling to allow, that

David intended so much as to express a hope of happiness in ano-

ther state, because he thinks David had no knowledge of the

immortality of the soul, and supposes he intended merely to say,

that he should not die yet, but that God would grant him still a

long continuance of the j/resent life. Finding ourselves in a state

of uncertamty respecting this text, we turn to Acts 2: 25—31

;
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where Peter entered into a particular consideration of it, and

showed that it could not relate to David, inasmuch as he had been

long dead and buried. Peter's conclusion was, that David, " being

a jjrojjJiet, foretold the resmrection of Christ^ In Acts 13: 35

— 37, Paul treated the subject in a similar way :
" Davidfell on

sleep, and saw corruption ; hut he tvhom G-od raised again, saw no

corruption." Now, as we have entire confidence in the judgment

of these apostles, we dismiss our doubts, and rest in the con"vaction

that David, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, actually

wrote a real prediction of the resurrection of Christ.

But it sometimes happens, that after examining all the circum-

stances of a passage in the Old Testament, we think we have

satisfactorily ascertained its meaning ; and yet, on examining the

place where it is quoted, we perceive that an evangelist or an

apostle gives it a different sense ; and, what is more, builds his

reasoning upon the assumption, that the original passage had the

sense which he gives it. When such a case occurs, if we would

maintain the authority of the Christian rehgion, we must give up

the opinion we had before formed, and adopt a different one ; and

all this, because it is our duty to sit at the feet of one, endued

with higher intelligence than ours, and, with implicit confidence,

to receive his instructions as to the meaning of the Holy Scrip-

tures.

An example in point may be taken from Heb. 1. With respect

to the text quoted, ver. 8, we might not be able to determine,

that it Avas certainly intended by the Psalmist to respect the Mes-

siah ; though the context would favor such a conclusion. But

when we come to vs. 10, 11, 12, and turn to Psalm 102: 25— 27,

from which the quotation is made, we ask, what there is in this

passage as it stands in the Psalm, or in what precedes or follows

it, which could lead us to think, that it was meant to be addressed

to the Son of God. What could we find here more than in any

other place containing an address to God, which could justify us

in applying the passage to the Messiah ? And yet the writer to

the Hebrews not only applies it to him, but founds his argument

on the assumption, that this text and the others here cited, were
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originally intended to be applied to him. Now, believing as we do,

that the writer to the Hebrews was di\dnelj inspired, his decision

on this point requires us to give up our previous opinion, and to

understand the passage as applying to Christ.

In every such case as this, the divine inspiration of the New

Testament writers becomes a fundamental principle in the inter-

pretation of Scripture. Those, who deny their inspiration, will,

of course, adhere to the opinion which was formed by a regard

merely to the passage in the Old Testament, thus virtually imput-

ing to the writer who makes the quotation, a misapprehension of

the true sense of the passage quoted.

Some cases may occur, in which we cannot fully satisfy our-

selves, either from the Old Testament or the New, whether the

passage quoted was meant to be a prediction or not. But why

should a difficulty of tliis kind perplex us ? It is implied in 1 Pet.

1: 10— 12, and in Daniel 12: 8, that the prophets themselves

did not always understand the full import of what God suggested

to their o^vn minds ; at least, that they were, in some instances,

unable to apprehend the time and circumstances of the events

which were, in a general way, revealed ; for they are represented

by Peter as making diligent search after a further knowledge of

what the " Spirit which was in them did signify ;" and what God

communicated to Daniel, was communicated in terms so obscure

and enigmatical, that he said, " I heard, but I understood not.^'

It is moreover manifest from the repetition of terms equally mys-

terious, ver. 11, 12, as well as from the answer given to Daniel,

ver. 9, that God did not intend he should have a perfect under-

standing of the communication which had been made to him. Now,

if in some cases, the prophets themselves could not readily under-

stand what was suggested to their own minds by the divine Spirit

;

we cannot tliink it strange, if we are sometimes in doubt as to

the meaning of what they wrote.

But it is said, that many passages are apparently quoted, as

predictions actually fulfilled under the Christian dispensation,

which we can by no means regard as predictions. Collins, with

deep hostility against the whole system of Christianity, artfully

VOL. I. 11
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endeavors, by an argument derived from these quotations, to

undermine the authority of the Christian Scriptures. The design

of his book on the grounds of the Christian rehgion, is to show,

that the first pubhshers of the gospel laid the whole support of

the Christian rehgion on pretended Jewish prophecies, apphed in

a sense entirely contrary to their plain, original meaning ; and

accordingly, that the grand argument in favor of Christianity is

destitute of force.

In regard to this point I remark, first, that the manner of

quoting now refen-ed to, does not certainly imply that the passage

quoted is a prediction, or that it was regarded as such by the

writer who quotes it. The phrase, tva TiXt^ncoi}^, " that it might be

fulfilled," and other phrases of the like kind, are indeed used,

and very properly, to introduce a real prediction which is accom-

phshed,— but not for this purpose only. They are often used,

and with equal propriety, to denote a mere comparison of similar

events— to signify that the thing spoken of ansivers to the words

of a prophet, or that his words may justly he applied to it. Ac-

cordingly, we might in many instances take a passage, where it is

said, such a thing was done that it might he fulfilled ivhich was

spoken hy the prophet, or that what was spoken by the prophet was

fulfilled, and might express the same thing by saying, the declaror

tion of the prophet had an accomplishment in what took place; or,

his ivords may he aptly ajyplied to it, or they vo'y well express it;

or, his ohservation is true in reference to the present case ; or, this

thing is like what the prophet describes.

It is plain in respect to many passages quoted from the Old

Testament, that Iva nXtjgco&y, ovrcog ytyqaTitai, and other similar

phrases, are not intended to indicate predictions. In the cases re-

ferred to, there is nothing apparent in the form or design of the pas-

sages themselves, or in their contexts in the Old Testament, which

furnishes the least reason for regarding them as predictions. On the

contrary, all the circumstances which can aid us in imderstanding

the original writers, lead us to conclude, that they had no inten-

tion to write predictions. Nor is there anything apparent in the

olject or the manner of the quotations, which shows them to be pre-
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dictions. Those who quote them, express as important a sense,

and express it as forcibly, or if their object is to support any truth

by reasoning, they reason as clearly and conclusively, on supposi-

tion that the passages are not quoted as predictions, as on suppo-

sition they are.

Furthermore ; there is nothing in the formulas themselves,

which furnishes any conclusive reason for considering the texts

quoted as predictions. As to the conjunction tva, though it more

commonly signifies the final cause or end, it is often used to

denote the event merely. According to this sense, iva 7zXrjQco&^

does not signify, that it might he fulfilled, as though the fulfilment

was the end of what was done ; but, thus a saying of the prophet

was fulfilled, or it so came to pass that it ivas fulfilled, agreeing

with the other formula, lore. iTzXtjoco&tj to qij&sp, then was fulfilled

what was spoken. The verb ETihjQtod-tj has nothing in its meaning

which applies exclusively to a prediction. Even when applied to

a prediction, its meaning is that the prediction was aecomjjlished,

or carried into effect. But surely other things written in the Old

Testament, as promises, threats, and the declaration of any divine

truths, may be said to be accomplished, or carried into effect, as

well as predictions. It agrees perfectly with the usage of the

inspired writers, and with common practice, to employ the lan-

guage now under consideration, when anything is done, which cor-

responds with what was before said. Instances of the same way

of speaking may be found among heathen writers. Thus in

^lian ; " Diogenes Sinopensis used continually to say of himself,

that he fulfilled and underwent the curses of tragedy." See

Sykes' Essay on the Christian Religion, ch. 13.

Finally ; no proof that a passage quoted is a real prediction,

can be derived from its being called a prophecy, or from its being

attributed to & prophet. The vford prophet, as well as, prrophecy, is

used with great latitude of signification. Prophet signifies not

only one who foretells future events, but any inspired teacher or

interpreter of the divine will. Sometimes it signifies any writer

of the hooks of the Old Testament. And prophecy denotes not

only a prediction, but any admonition or other instruction delivered

by an impired messenger.
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We see then how the matter stands. To the inspiration of the

writers of the New Testament it is objected, that thej quote, as

predictions, texts which are not predictions. But as to a great

number of the texts cited, there is no evidence that the writers

who quoted them, regarded them as predictions. On the contrary,

there is satisfactory evidence that " they were wont to say, a

passage of Scripture was fulfilled, as often as anything happened

to which they could apply it ; and that they intended no more,

than that a certain thing happened, of which one might say what

a prophet said on another occasion." As there is the clearest

evidence that such a manner of quotation was common among the

Jews, and that a manner very similar has prevailed among others
;

and as this manner of quotation is found by experience to be one

of the best means of illustrating important doctrines and facts ; it

is as far as possible from furnishing any objection against the

inspiration of those who wrote the New Testament.

You might as well object to their inspiration, because they

employed the language then in use. If men are led by the Holy

Spirit to give instruction, they will doubtless do it in the most

suitable manner. And the most suitable manner is that which

experience has proved to be convenient, and practice has made

common,— that in which we employ the forms of speech, the fig-

ures, the modes of reasoning and illustration, which others around

us employ, and which are likely to convey our meaning clearly

and impress it deeply.

It is the frequent practice of writers, to make quotations from

previous writers, for the purpose of giving a varied and more im-

pressive illustration of what they would teach. If there is any

book which is held in high repute, on account of its antiquity, the

name of its author, or the excellence of its contents ; from such

a book quotations are likely to be made. And they are made,

not merely to prove a doctrine which is doubted or denied, but to

give additional force to truths commonly received, and to obliga-

tions commonly acknowledged. By means of such quotations, the

particular truths affirmed become associated with circumstances,

which impart to them a higher interest and authority.
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These remarks are specially applicable to tlie writers of the

New Testament with regard to their practice of quoting from the

Old. All the circumstances, which can ever be supposed to influ-

ence writers to quote freely from others, were combined in their

case. They held the Scriptures of the Old Testament in the

highest reverence. They were taught by the prophets, and by

Christ himself, to regard those Scriptures as of divine authority,

and as the basis of all true religion. What stronger reason could

they have for making continual citations from their sacred books ?

Another circumstance wlaich must naturally have influenced

them to quote abmidantly from the Old Testament, was, that they

had so few books besides. And this is connected with another

circumstance, namely, that they were in the habit of consultmg

their sacred books so constantly, and with such earnest and devout

attention, that they became very intimately acquainted with them.

The historical facts, the doctrines, precepts, promises, threats, and

the language in which all these were conveyed ;
— the metaphors,

similes, allegories, types, and all the peculiarities of style, found

in the Scriptures, were familiar to the wi-iters of the New Testa-

ment. They imbibed not only the general spirit of their sacred

books, but the mode of speaking and thinking there exhibited.

Whenever they undertook to treat any subject, they seemed imme-

diately to recur to passages in the Old Testament, which either

treated the same subject, or would supply some useful illustration

of it. In many instances, they employed the language of the

Scriptures, as their own ; it being perfectly familiar to them, and

better suited to their purpose than any other.

And do not we proceed in the same manner ? And is not the

practice so familiar, that we often do it insensibly ? In common

discourse, in prayer, and in the more formal statement of divine

truth, we frequently use the language of Scripture, either in the

way of exact quotation, or by taking part of a passage, or part

of several passages, as the case requires. And Christians do this

very much in proportion to the reverence they feel for the Bible,

and the dihgence with which they study it. Take such authors as

Owen, Watts, John Newton, and Edwards, and see how consider-

11*
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able a proportion of their writings consists of partial or entire quo-

tations from Scripture, or allusions to it.

Thus it appears, that the writers of the New Testament do what

is justifiable in itself, and consistent with common practice, not

only in making quotations from Scripture, but in the design and

manner of making them. I shall insist more particularly on this

point, as it is here the chief difficulty lies.

What then is the design of those quotations in the New Testa-

ment, where it is evident that no prediction is concerned ? I an-

swer, it is the enforcement or illustration of some important truth.

A quotation manifestly answers such a design^ if the words are

suited to express the thing intended, though used originally for

anotherpmpose ; and especially if the general principle involved

in the original use, was the same as that which is involved in the

quotation. The quotation answers the design most remarkably,

when suitableness of words and sameness of principle are com-

bined. As an example of this, take the quotation in Matt. 2: 15,

from the Prophet Hosea, 11: 1,— " Out of Egypt have I called

my Son." In the first place, these words are perfectly suited to

express the fact to which they are applied by the Evangelist.

Jesus was the Son of Crod, and ivas hy divine direction brought

up out of Egypt. This suitableness of the words would alone be

sufficient to evince the propriety of the quotation, although the

words, as used by the prophet, had nothmg of the nature of a

prediction, being a plain statement of a fact which had long before

taken place. Keep in mind, too, that the thing denoted by Son

in Matthew, was very different from what was denoted by the

same word in Hosea. The evangelist referred to the Saviour ; the

prophet to the Israelitish nation. Each of these was, indeed,

called, " Son of Grod,'" though for very different reasons. Again;

the event which was denoted by God's calling his Son out of

Egypt, was different in the last case, from what it was in the for-

mer ; and yet the two events were, with perfect propriety, ex-

pressed by the same words.

But there was something more than suitableness in the words.

The principle of divine government was in both cases the same.
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In bringing the children of Israel out of Egypt, God showed his

kindness to them ; his care to protect and deliver them, and hia

faithfulness in executing his promise. In the event described by

the evangelist, he showed the same kindness and care and faith-

fiilness in respect to Jesus Christ.

Take Heb. 12: 6. " Whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth ;"—
quoted from Prov. 3: 12. The propriety of the quotation depends

upon this one pomt, that the principle of the divine conduct,

expressed in the text, was the same in the apostle's time, as in

Solomon's. Heb. 12 : 12. " Wherefore hft up the hands which

hang down, and the feeble knees, etc." Here the quotation was

made with propriety, because those to whom the writer to the

Hebrews referred, were, in some important respects, like those

referred to by the prophet ; and therefore needed the same

encouragement.

In Matt. 2: 17, 18, another instance occurs of a quotation made

for the purpose of illustration merely. To set forth the great dis-

tress which prevailed, when Herod destroyed the children, the

evangehst quotes a passage from Jeremiah. " Then was fulfilled

that which was spoken by Jeremy the Prophet, saymg, ' In Rama
was there a voice heard, lamentation, and weeping, and great

mournmg, Rachel weeping for her children, and would not be

comforted, because they are not.' " In this case, the words,

which described the distress formerly occasioned in Rama by the

captivity of Ephraim and Manasseh, are made use of to describe

the distress occasioned in Betlilehem by the slaughter of the

infants. In both cases there was great mourning. And Mat-

thew, being familiarly acquainted with the impressive language

used by the prophet in reference to the former calamity, was

naturally led to use it, as descriptive of the latter. And certainly

no language could have been better suited to make a just impres-

sion of the alarm and grief, occasioned by the cruelty of Herod
;

especially when it is considered, that the language of the prophet

not only described, in glowing colore, the giief which prevailed in

Bethlehem, but would be associated in the minds of those for

whom Matthew wi'ote, -with the remembrance of former calamities,

and so become still more impressive.
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There is no passage quoted so fi-equentlj by the writers of the

New Testament, as that from Isaiah 6: where God said to the

Prophet :
" Go and tell this people, hear ye indeed, but under-

stand not ; see ye indeed, but perceive not. Make the heart of

this people fat, and make their ears heavy, and shut their eyes
;

lest they see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and under-

stand with their heart, and convert, and be healed." The charac-

ter of the people in the time of Isaiah, and the course of divine

providence towards them, were described trvdy in these words.

The character of the people in Christ's time, and afterwards, was

generally the same as in the prophet's time, and the conduct of

God towards them was the same. Accordingly, the New Testa-

ment writers often described that character of the people, and

that conduct of divine providence, as they appeared in Christ's

time, in the language of the prophet. They said, what was spoken

by the prophet was fulfilled in incorrigible sinners in their day.

And we say it is fulfilled in incorrigible sinners m. our day.

The same must be said of the quotation from Isa. 29: 13, in

Matt. 15: 7, 8, 9. The men of Christ's time were of the same

hypocritical character, as those who were contemporary with Isaiah.

It was therefore perfectly proper to describe them in the same lan-

guage. " Well did Esaias prophesy of you, this people draweth

nigh unto me mtJi their mouth, and honoreth me with their lips, hut

their heart isfarfrom me.''''

This practice of quoting from the Old Testament for the general

purpose of illustration, is not only proper in itself, but is, as I

have already remarked, perfectly conformed to common practice.

What is more common at the present day, than to illustrate the

truths and duties of religion, by a famihar citation of texts from

the Scriptures ? When the case seems to require it, we quote a

particular passage exactly, naming the book, chapter, and verse.

In other cases, we quote the substance and general sense of a

passage in a condensed form, without following the exact words

of Scripture. And sometimes we make an intelligible allusion to

a part of Scripture which is well understood, without actually

quoting either the words, or the sense. Thus, we say, such a
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view of a subject is according to what Christ taught his disciples

of the character of those who are blessed ; or, according to the

direction he gave respecting the treatment of a brother who offends

;

or, according to the final commission he gave his apostles ; or, ac-

cording to Paul's account of justification by faith. Or we say,

that Paul's account of the strife between the flesh and the spirit

applies to the case of every believer,— taking it for granted that

every one recollects the passage alluded to.

It is very common for us to apply texts of Scripture in a man-

ner more or less different from that in which they were originally

applied. If the texts quoted are well adapted to the particular

truth which we would illustrate by them, or if they are suited

to express the general truth, originally expressed, in the particular

form now intended, we deem it sufficient. For example. In our

confessions to God, we use the words of David, in the fifty-first

Psalm ;— " Against thee, thee only have I sinned, and done this

evU in thy sight." David made this confession to God on a par-

ticular occasion, and with reference to a particular sin, which was,

in a peculiar sense, committed against God. But as every sin is

committed agamst God, and as it is this opposition to God which

is the highest aggravation of sin ; we consider it prop^ to confess

om* sins m the words of David. We borrow the language of

Scripture, also, when we speak of offering up our evening sacrifice.

As sacrifice was formerly one mode of religious worship, and in-

deed an essential part of it, and as the language which was used

in relation to it, is invested with a high degree of sacredness ; we

consider it suitable to use the same language to represent rehgious

worship at the present day. In such cases, we quote sentences,

or parts of sentences, from the Old Testament, for the purpose of

expressing something very different, in some respects, from that to

which they were originally applied. In the same manner, the

language which described the temple worship, the residence of

God in the sanctuary, the sacred fire, the iucense, etc., is famil-

iarly borrowed by Christians to express the different parts of

then* religious services. And we might very properly say, in a

time of earnest attention to reUgion, that is fulfilled which was
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spoken by Wisdom in the Proverbs :
" Blessed is the man that

heareth me, watching at my gates, and waiting at the posts of my
doors." And if we would describe the happiness which Chris-

tians enjoy m the work of religion, we might properly say, that

Scripture is fulfilled, which declares :
" Her ways are ways of

pleasantness, and all her paths are peace."

I might illustrate the propriety of this manner of making quo-

tations, by a reference to our practice in regard to the Classics.

If we would show that we think it necessary to guard very watch-

fully against an enemy, especially when he proffers kindness, we

make a quotation from Virgil, and say ; Timeo, Danaos et dona

ferentes, I fear the Greeks, even when they offer presents. If we

would say that a man, while endeavoring to avoid one danger, falls

or is likely to fall into another, we quote a Latin proverb ; Incidit

in Scyllam, qui vidt vitare Charyhdim— he who tvould escape

Charyhdis, falls into Scylla. If we would express, rather con-

temptuously, our disbelief of anything advanced by others, we

quote a phrase from Horace ; Credat Judceus Apella.— Such

citations might properly enough be introduced by a phraseology

similar to what is used by the writers of the New Testament. We
might say, this is o, fulfilment of what was said by the poet ; or it

is as the poet says.

But Matthew quotes a sentence from the Old Testament, which

is not found there. Matt. 2: 23, "And Jesus came and dwelt in

a city called Nazareth, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken

by the Prophets,— ITe shall he called a Nazarene.''^ As no such

passage is found in the prophets, the quotation has been supposed

to be a proof that Matthew made a mistake, and of course

that he was not under the infaUible guidance of the Spirit. But

such a supposition is without any sufficient grounds. Indeed,

this passage furnishes a happy illustration of the principle on

which quotations are frequently made. In the time of oiir Sav-

iour, Nazareth, and those who dwelt there, were held in general

contempt; as appears from John 1: 46. 7: 52. To be called a

Nazarene, Avas therefore to be disgi-aced— to be represented as

base and despicable. It is admitted that no prophet used the par-
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ticular expression concerning Christ, which is found in Matthew.

In their day, it might have been no mark of reproach ; so that,

had they used the phrase, it might not have conveyed the meaning

intended by Matthew. But did they not in various ways fore-

tell, that the Messiah should be despised f— that he should be

reproached, as base and contemptible ? And was not this the

same, as was afterwards signified, by his being called a Nazarene?

His havmg lived for a time with his indigent parents, in so despised

a place as Nazareth, and thus coming to bear the name of a Naz-

arene, was an accomphshment of the various predictions represent-

ing the reproach and contempt which wore to fall upon him ? The

Evangehst then refers to a real prediction; a prediction not

expressly contained in any one place, but gathered from various

places ; a prediction taken, not from the exact words, but from the

sense of the prophets.

The writer^ of the New Testament have been charged with

quoting not only imperfectly, but incorrectly. As, 2 Cor. 6 : 18,

"And I will be a father unto you, and ye shall be my sons and my
daughters, saith the Lord Almighty." No passage, exactly hke

this, is found in any part of the Old Testament. The one which

is the nearest is 2 Sam. 7: 14, where God says to David respect-

ing Solomon, " I will be his father and he shall be my son." If

this is the passage cited, the third person is changed into the sec-

ond,— and the singular number into the plural,— and daughters

is added. Thus what was in fact said of Solomon, is now appHed

to Christians. This manner of quotation is perfectly just, as the

same paternal love and faithfulness, which had been exercised in

the case of Solomon, was and is exercised towards Christians.

Accordingly, the consoling truth, which the Apostle meant to

declare to believers was this ;
— The unchangeable God, who prom-

ised that he would be a Father to Solomon, and tvould make him

his son, will shoiv the same favor to you ; and if you are obedient,

he, in effect, says to you, ^^Iwill be your Father, and ye shall be

my sons and my daughters.''^

On the same principle, the Apostle says to the Hebrew Chris-

tians ;
— "Be content with such things as ye have ; for God hath
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said, I will never leave thee, nor forsake iliee.^'' God said this

originallj to Joshua, to encourage him to go forward boldly to the

arduous work which had been assigned him. And every believer,

in all his duties and trials, may rely upon the same gracious pres-

ence of God, as was promised to Joshua.

In this way we see how suitable it was for the Apostle to quote

several passages, or parts of passages, from different parts of the

Old Testament, as he does 2 Cor. 6: 16, 17. " For ye are the

temple of God, as God hath said, I will dwell in them, and walk

in them. Wherefore come out, and be ye separate, saiththe Lord,

and touch not the unclean thing; and I will receive you." The

first part of this quotation is from Leviticus 26: 11, 12, with the

change of person from the second to the third. The rest is doubt-

less taken from Is. 52 : 11, " Depart ye, depart ye, go ye out

from thence, touch no unclean thing
;
go ye out from the midst of

her ; be ye clean that bear the vessels of the Lord." The Apos-

tle quotes the sensem 2b similarphraseology, but in a very abridged

form, and with the entire omission of the clause appropriate to the

priests. Thus what was, in different places, spoken of the Israel-

ites, is quoted as applicable to the Christians at Corinth. The

whole quotation is obviously just, because God required of the

Corinthians the same separation from the wicked world, and the

same watchful purity, as he did of the Israelites, and even of the

priests ; and because he would bestow upon his people at Corinth

in the Apostle's days, the same blessings as he had bestowed upon

his people in former days.

No command or promise, either of the Old Testament or the New,

was particularly addressed by the Avriters to any individual now liv-

ing. But we hesitate not to declare to saints and to sinners, thus

saith the Lord to you, citing Scripture commands and promises as

now applicable to their case, and as coming directly from God to

them ; except where change of circumstances forbids the application

of the same principle. And we consider no variation in the form

of citing Scripture of any consequence, provided the sense is faith-

fully given. Thus we say to sinners, the Lord Jesus addresses to

you those gracious words, " Come unto me, all ye that labor and
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are heavj laden, and I will give you rest. Take mj yoke upon

you, and learn of me, for I am meek and lowly in heart, and ye

shall find rest unto your souls. For my yoke is easy, and my bur-

den light." But circumstances do not always require us to recite

the passage entire. We allow ourselves to quote more or less com-

pletely, and in different foims, just as may appear most convenient

and proper. Thus ; Christ says. Come unto me, heavy laden sin-

ners^and Iioill giveyou rest. Or, Ohrist invites you to come to

Mm toitJi all your burdens, to learn of 1dm, and obey his easy

commands, and encourages you to do this by the promise of spiritual

rest.

The result of the whole is this. If the practice of making quo-

tations m the manner above described, is of important use, and is

regarded with universal approbation in other men ; why should it

be thought exceptionable in the writers of the New Testament ?

And why should the use of it be deemed inconsistent with their in-

spiration ? Would not the presumption rather be, that the Spirit

of God would lead those who were under his influence, to avail

themselves of a mode of writmg, which is so highly impressive and

useful ? And as this mode of writing was, in an uncommon de-

gree, suited to the taste of those who first received the books of

the New Testament, and so was adapted, in an uncommon degree,

to be useful to them ; would it not be reasonable to think, that the

authors of those books, if favored with divine guidance, would make

a free use of it ? We conclude then, that quoting from the Old

Testament in the manner and for the purposes described, is an ar-

gument in favor of the inspiration of the Apostles, rather than an

objection against it.

VOL. I. 12



LECTURE XI,

INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES OF THE OLD TESTAMENT.

I HAVE thought it expedient in regard to the docrine of Inspira-

tion, as well as some other subjects, instead of first establishing the

main doctrines and then obviating objections, to labor fi^rst to clear

away objections and difficulties, and then to exhibit arguments in

support of the doctrine. In the common method, the arguments

are exhibited while the mind is perplexed with difficulties, and

consequently may fail of producing their proper effect. In the

other method, the mind is first led to see that the usual objections

are not valid, and being thus freed from their influence, is likely to

receive a more just impression from the evidence which is offered

to prove the doctrine.

The doubts and perplexities and diversities of opinion, which

exist in relation to the subject now before us, are doubtless owing,

in a considerable degree, to the neglect of the cautions which I

have suggested, and to the influence of the misapprehensions which

I have endeavored to correct. And we shall all be exposed to

similar doubts and perplexities, if we are not careful to attend to

these cautions, and to guard against these misapprehensions. For

if we admit that the writers of Scripture could not have been in-

spired, unless we know the particular manner in which they were

affected by inspiration ; or that they could have enjoyed no divine

influence, except in the revelation of new truths ; or if we admit

that they could not have been inspired, if in writing the Scriptures

they made a free use of their own faculties, or wrote in human lan-

guage, and used the varieties of style common in other writings, or

made quotations in any way except in the very words of the ori-
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glnal writers, for the very purpose which they had in view ; or if

we admit that they could not have been inspired, if their writings

contained things which appear in themselves to be of small conse-

quence, or things Avhich for a time are not clearly understood, or

if the present copies of their writmgs contain any real or apparent

conti-adictions, or any instances of incorrectness ;— if we admit all

or any of these assumptions, and sufifer them to influence our judg-

ment ; the consequence will be, that all which the Scriptures them-

selves say on the subject, will go for nothing, and that we shall

come in the end to doubt or deny the doctrine of Inspiration.

We now proceed to a particular consideration of Avhat the Scrip-

tures teach concerning this momentous subject.

The inspu-ation of the Old Testament Scriptures will be first

considered.

The prophets generally professed' to speak the word of Crod.

What they taught was introduced and confirmed by a " thus saith

the Lord," or, " the Lord spake to me saying." And, in one way

or another, they gave clear proof, that they were divinely commis-

sioned, and spoke in the name of God, or, as it is expressed in the

New Testament, that Qod spake by them.

But the strongest and most satisfactory proof of the inspiration

and divine authority of the Old Testament writings, is found in the

testimony of Christ and the apostles.

I shall, first, argue from the passages which directly assert the

fact of inspiration.

One of these passages is, 2 Pet. 1: 21 :
" For the prophecy

came not in old time by the will of man ; but holy men of God

spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost." The writer had

just before spoken of the evidence which he and his fellow disci-

ples had of the divine mission and glory of Christ, from what they

saw of his majesty in the holy mount, and from the voice which they

there heard from heaven, declaring him to be the Son of God.

But clear as that evidence was, he represents the evidence arising

from prophecy to be still clearer. " We have also," he says,

" a more sure word of prophecy, whereunto ye do well that ye

take heed as unto a light shining in a dark place." And then, to

recommend prophecy as a sure means of discovermg the character
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of Christ, and to show that it may be safely relied upon, he adds :

" For the prophecy came not in old time by the will of man

;

but hoi}'- men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy

Ghost."

Prophecy, in this place, has evidently a very extensive meaning,

including all the representations of the Messiah contained in the

Old Testament. Some learned commentators have denied that

any real predictions of Christ can be found in the Old Testament.

But if Ave have confidence in the knowledge and veracity of Christ

and his apostles, we shall be satisfied that the Scriptures of the

Old Testament contain many predictions and other representations

of Christ,— even more than Christians generally suppose. The

text, Luke 24: 27, clearly shows how Christ regarded this subject.

" And begmning at Moses and all the prophets, Jesus expounded

to them in all the Scriptures the things concerning himself. There

was then something of the nature of prophetic representation re-

specting the INIessiah, in Moses and all the prophets, and in all

the Scriptures. Verse 44 of the same chapter is of similar im-

port :
" And Jesus said unto them, these are the words which I

spake unto you while I was yet with you, that all thmgs must be

fulfilled which were written concerning me, in the laiv of Moses,

and in the prophets, and in the Psalms. ^^ Now it was of prophecy,

understood in this extensive sense, that Peter said, " The pro-

phecy came not in old time by the will of man ; but holy men of

God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost."

We are not, however, to suppose that Peter's thus attributing

inspiration to this part of the Scriptures, implies that other parts

are not equally inspired. He attributed inspiration particularly

to prophecy, because he th: had oc-asion to speak of it, and he

wished to show in what estimation it was worthy to be held, and

how perfectly it was suited to answer the end for which he exhorted

Christians to use it. Whenever he had occasion to refer to other

parts of Scripture, he showed the same respect for them, and

represented them as of equal authority with prophecy.

Another passage wliich directly asserts the fact of divine in-

spiration, is 2 Tim. 3: 16. " All Scripture is given by inspiration

of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction,
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for instruction in rigliteousness." Here, as in 2 Pet. 1: 21, the

inspiration of the Scriptures is spoken of as an important practical

subject. It is connected with their being profitable for doctriae,

reproof, correction, and instruction, and their being able to make

men "wise unto salvation, and to furnish them thoroughly for every

good work.

Some writers think that the passage should be rendered thus
;

all divinely inspired Scripture^ or all Scripture, being divinely

inspired, is profitable. According to the common rendering, inspira-

tion is predicated of all Scripture. According to the other, it is pre-

supposed, as the attribute of the subject. But this rendering is hable

to insuperable objections. For d-eonvmozog and coifsXifiog are con-

nected bj the conjunction x«<, and must both be predicates, if

either of them is. And unless one of them is a predicate, there

is no complete sentence. Henderson remarks, that the mode of

construction referred to " is at variance with a common rule of

Greek syntax, which requii-es, that when two adjectives are closely

joined, as ^eoTzrevazog and (ocpsXifiog here are, if there be an ellip-

sis of the substantive verb eari^ this verb must be supplied after

the former of the two, and regarded as repeated after the latter.

Now there exists precisely such an elhpsis m the case before us
;

and as there is nothing in the context which would lead to any

exception to the rule, we are bound to yield to its force." And
he adds, " that the evidence in favor of the common rendering,

derived from the Fathers and almost all the versions, is most

decided." It cannot for a moment be admitted, that the apostle

meant to signify, that divine inspiration belongs to a part of Scrip-

ture, but not to the whole ; or that he meant, as Semler supposes,

to furnish a criterion by Avhich to judge whether any work is in-

spired or not, namely, its utility. " That author proceeds fear-

lessly to apply this criterion to the books of the Old Testament,

and to lop ofi" eight of them, as not possessing the requisite marks

of legitimacy. Most of the German divines adopt Semler's hy-

pothesis." But it is very manifest, that such a sense is not by

any means suggested by the passage itself, and that it is utterly

precluded by other parts of the New Testament. For neither

12*
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Christ, nor any one of his apostles, ever intimates a distinction be-

tween some parts of Scripture, wliich are inspired, and other parts,

which arc not inspired. The doctrine which is plainly asserted in

the text under consideration, and which is fully sustained by the

current language of the New Testament, is, that all the writings

denominated the Scriptures, are divinely inspired.

The two passages above quoted, cast light upon each other.

Paul asserts that all Scripture is divinely inspired. If any one

wishes to know what is meant by being divinely inspired, he will

find an explanation in the words of Peter. To say that the

Script\ires are divinely inspired, is the same as to say, that those

who wrote them, ivrote as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.

In both of these texts, it is evidently implied, that there is an

essential difference between the Holy Scriptures and all other

writmgs, as to their origin, or the manner in ivhich they were

first produced. Other writings come by the wiU of man ; they

originate in voluntary human eiforts. Human genius and labor

are sufficient to produce them. They are to be referred solely to

man in the exercise of his natural powers. But this is not the

case with tlie Scriptures. It is not sufficient to say, the writers

were honest and intelligent men, and wrote what they knew or

believed to be true. This may be said of many other ^vlitings.

But who would think it proper to affirm, that those other writings

came not by the will of man, or that they were given by inspirar

tion of God ? ^Vho would put the high distinction upon them,

that the authors wrote as they were impelled by the Holy G-liostf

It must then be manifest, that he who undertakes to account for

the Old Testament Scriptures by alleging, that the writers had a

sound understanding and the best means of information ; that

they were men of ununpeachable integrity ; that they were dili-

gent in their labors, and watchful against mistakes ; and that

they wrote on subjects on which they had a competent know-

ledge,— leaving out the grand fact, that the sacred penmen

wrote as they ivere moved by the Holy GrJiost, and that their lorit-

ings were divinely inspired,— entirely sets aside the meaning of

what both Paul and Peter assert, and overlooks the chief charac-

teristic wliich distinguished the Scriptures from all other writmgs.
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But there are other representations iu the New Testament,

which confirm the argument above stated.

To every intelligent reader of the New Testament, it must have

occurred as a remarkable fact, that the Scriptures of the Old

Testament are frequently called the word of God. In this desig-

nation Christ and his apostles agree with the prophets. Now, in

what sense did the writers of the New Testament use the phrase,

the word of God, when they applied it to designate their Scrip-

tures ? They used it, evidently, to distinguish the Scriptures

from the traditions of men, and from all writings of human origin,

and to signify that God had invested these books with divine

authority. And if we take into view the representation before

mentioned, Ave shall perceive that, when the apostles called the

Scriptures the -word of God, they had reference to their inspiror

Hon. These sacred books are not denominated the ivord of God,

because they contain instruction respecting God and divine things,

nor because the instruction they contain is true. For if any

writings not inspired, either treatises on the attributes of God or on

the duties of man, or histories of the events of divuie providence,

should be perfectly free from error ; they would not, on that ac-

count, be the tvord of God. Is every truth which a man speaks,

the word of God ? Wlien the apostles called the Scriptures the

word of God, they doubtless had their eye upon their divine ori-

ginal, and meant to imply, that they were written under the spe-

cial guidance of the Holy Spirit, and so were stamped with divine

authority.

I would here remark, that although different parts of Scripture

were given in different ways, so far as human agency was con-

cerned, we are not taught that there is any difference in regard to

the reality of inspiration. Those parts which contain direct com-

munications from God relating to future events, or relating to any

doctrines before unknown, are nowhere distinguished, in respect

of divine inspiration or divine authority, from those parts which

relate to things before known.

My next argument to prove the inspiration of the Old Testa-

ment Scriptures is, that Christ and his apostles treat them as
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possessing an authority entirely different from that of any other

writings.

The books, called the Scriptures, were constantly appealed to

by the authors of the New Testament, as having supreme authority

on all questions of doctrine and duty. Neither Christ nor the

apostles ever speak of any book or sentence of the Old Testament

in a manner which implies, that they regarded it as a human pro-

duction. They represent that disobedience to any part of it is

disobedience to God, and that contempt of any part of it is con-

tempt of the divine authority.

The following examples show the manner in which Christ and

the apostles refer to particular parts of the Old Testament. You
will see that, to whatever part they refer, they treat it as possess-

ing the same divine authority.

Matt. 19: 4—6. In answer to the question of the Pharisees,

on the subject of divorce, Christ appealed to the particular account

which Moses gave of the creation, as of decisive authority. " Have

ye not read, (i. e. in the Scriptures, Gen. 2,) that he who made

them in the beginning, made them male and female, and said, for

this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and cleave to

his wife ? " Paul shows, Kom. 4:3, that he regarded what was

said of Abraham, (Gen. 15: 6,) as of divine authority. " For

what saith the Scripture ? Abraham believed God, and it was

counted to him for righteousness." He refers to this passage as

decisive evidence of his doctrine. In verse 6, he refers in the

same manner to what David said, Psalm 32: 1 ;
" Even as David

also describeth the blessedness of the man, unto whom God imput-

eth righteousness without works, saying, Blessed are they whose

ifiiquities are forgiven." Again, verse 17, he quotes what is said

of Abraham in Genesis ; "-4s it is tvritten, I have made thee a

father of many nations." In John 10: 34, 35, we see what stress

was laid on a particular expression in the Old Testament. " Jesus

answered them. Is it not written in your law, / said ye are gods ?

If he called them gods, to whom the word of God came, and the

Scripture cannot be broken,'^ etc., implying, that the particular

declaration quoted from Psalm 82, though it might seem to be of
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no special consequence, was yet of divine autlioritj, and could not

be invalidated. 1 Cor. 15: 27, is another example of the stress

which is laid on a particular text. The quotation is from Psalm

8. " He hath put all things under his feet. But when he saith,

all things are put under him," etc. The apostle understood the

passage as relating to Christ, and reasons from it as having an

authority which could belong to no human production. The

author of the epistle to the Hebrews attaches the same importance

to other expressions found in the same Psalm.

Examples of this kind might be multiplied. It is obvious that

whenever Christ or the apostles had occasion to refer to any pas-

sage, whether longer or shorter, in the Old Testament, they refer

to it as being the wore? of Grod, and as possessing divine author-

ity. Somethnes they refer hi general terms to the Scriptures,

taken together, and represent tliem all as divine. At other times,

they represent particular texts in the same light. They never

inthnate that there is any exception.

Now the Lord Jesus, was the great Prophet, the Light of the

world. He possessed a fuhiess of divine knowledge, and came on

purpose to guard men against error, and to teach them all neces-

sary truth. He commissioned and qualified his apostles to execute

the same office. Both he and they had constant occasion to speak

of the Old Testament Scriptures, and to show how they regarded

them, and how they would have others regard them. But they

never, in a single instance, taught or said the least thing which

implied, that there was any book or any text contained in the

Scriptures, which was not the word of God, and which had not

divine authority. And they never said anything which imphed,

that one part was the word of God in a lower sense, or that it had

less authority, than other parts. They never gave the least inti-

mation which was adapted to make such an impression on the

minds of Christians. They never gave any caution to Christians,

or to Jews, against attributing too high an authority, or attaching

too much importance, to the Holy Scriptures. They were so far

from this, that the}'- made it a great object to produce among men

a higher reverence for all and every part of the sacred volume,
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and to excite them more diligently to search it, and more entirely

to confide in it, as containing divine truth unmixed with error.

Now this manner of treating the Scriptures agrees perfectly with

the position, that they are divinely inspired; that holy men of

Crod spake and wrote as they were moved by the Holy Ghost. But

it is totally contrary to the supposition, that the writing of the

Scriptxu'es is to be accounted for by means of human genius and

labor, or in any way which supersedes the supernatural agency of

God. For it is perfectly plain that no book, which is produced

by man in the exercise of his natural powers merely, can be

entitled to that kind of respect and reverence, which Christ and

his apostles manifested for the sacred Scriptures, or to that unqual-

ified confidence which they require Christians to repose in them.

For an author merely human, to claim such reverence and confi-

dence, would be arrogant and impious.

To the view of this subject which has now been exhibited, what

Christian can refuse liis cordial assent ? It seems impossible for

us to express a settled and full conviction of any truth more

clearly or forcibly, than Christ and his apostles expressed their

conviction of the divine origin of the sacred writings. They

showed that this was their view of the Scriptures, as a whole.

And whenever they had occasion for it, they showed that this was

their view of particular books, and particular expressions. They

well knew what reverence the generality of the Jews, especially

the better part of them, felt for their sacred books. But instead

of intimating that any Jews, even those who were the most subject

to superstition, were in danger of carrying their reverence for the

Scriptures to an extreme, and instead of doing anything to guard

their minds against it, they labored in various ways to excite them

to cherish a still higher reverence for the Word of God, and to

render it a more constant and sincere obedience. And I must

add, that if Christ and his apostles have not taught us satisfacto-

rily that they regarded the Scriptures as given by divine inspira-

tion, and as clothed with divine authority ; we must despair of

ever knowing the mind of any writer or teacher in relation to such

a subject. If Christ and the apostles were free from artifice, we
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know what their views were on this subject ; and we know that

thej regarded the Scriptures in the manner which has been

described. And when I find some authors, who are distuaguished

for learning and genius, and who profess great respect for Chris-

tianity, who yet regard the Old Testament very much as they

regard any other ancient writing, and account for its production

in the same way as they account for the production of other books

;

I am constrained to doubt whether they have yet learned the first

lesson in the school of Christ.

Wilson says :
" Many considerable writers on the evidences of

Christianity of late, have satisfied themselves with proving its

divine authority generally, and have tacitly, but most inconsis-

tently, given up or denied the infallibility of the books in which it

is recorded. They speak of authenticity, veracity, credibility,

but not inspiration. Some have limited the assistance of the

Spirit to the prophetical parts. Others have extended it to the

doctrinal, but excluded the historical. Whilst many have lowered

the whole notion of inspiration to a mere aid occasionally afibrded

to the sacred penmen. Thus the impression left on the minds of

their readers has been, that the Bible is authentic indeed, and

credible, and contains a revelation from God ; but that it was

indited by good and pious men only, with little more of accuracy

than would belong to them as faithful historians. An intermixture

of human infirmity and error is thus by no means excluded ; and

the Scriptures are considered as the work of fallible writers, doing

their best, and entitled in all their main statements to full beUef,

but not under that immediate and plenary influence of the Holy

Spirit, which renders all they write concerning religion, the uner-

ring word of God."*

* Wilson on the E^adences of Christianity, Lee. 1 2.



LECTURE XII

INSPIRATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

Our previous investigations have brought us to this conclusion,

namely ; that any attempt to account for the existence of the Old

Testament Scriptures by the diligence and fidelity of the writers,

in the use of their own talents, and the means of infonnation with-

in their reach, without the preternatural influence of the Holy

Spirit, is altogether imsatisfactory, and falls far short of the repre-

sentations which Christ and the Apostles make, as to the origin of

the Sacred Writings ;— that they who wrote the Scriptures of the

Old Testament, were under the infallible guidance of the Spirit.

So far as the mmd of the prophets and pious Jews on this subject

is made known, it corresponds with the representations of Christ

and the apostles.

Now as the Gospel dispensation is one of much higher perfec-

tion, and as it communicated more extensive miraculous endow-

ments in a general view, than the former dispensation ; it would be

but reasonable to presume, that the writers of the sacred Books

under this dispensation would have, at least, equal divine assistance

with the writers of the Old Testament Scriptures,*

=* " The writers of the New Testament brought the same miraculous credentials

of their mission with the penmen of the first Testament. If the credentials, then,

of the economy of Moses, included that inspired aid by which the Old Testament

was written, we may assure ourselves that the case was the same with the creden-

tials of the economy established by the only begotten Son of the Father.

This consideration acquires greater force, when we recollect that the New Testa-

ment dispensation, surpasses the Old in all spiritual priWleges and gifts. If we

had no other arguments to adduce, we infer with undoubted certainty, that as the

Old Testament was written under the inspiration of God, the New was composed
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But our chief inquiry then is,— what light the Books of the New

Testament reflect upon the subject of their own inspiration.

I here assume, that the writers of the New Testament are en-

titled to credit, so that their testimony, whatever it may be, is to

be received as conclusive evidence.

The first thing I shall notice is, that Christ, who had all power

in heaven and earth, commissioned his apostles to act in his stead,

as teachers of the Christian religion, and confirmed their authority/

by miracles. By empowering them to work miracles, Christ mani-

festly invested them with divine authority, and gave his seal to the

truth of their instructions. Their writings and their oral instruc-

tions were attested in the same way. Their miraculous works con-

firmed all the claims they made to be regarded as divinely authori-

zed teachers.

Jesus said to his disciples, " As my father hath sent me, even so

send I you." The father sent Christ to be an infallible witness to

the truth. Christ sent his apostles with a commission of the same

nature. They were appointed to carry on the work which he had

begun, and to give all necessary instruction in regard to the Chris-

tian religion. But how coidd such a commission have answered the

end proposed, had not those, who received it, been so assisted by

the divine Spirit, as to qualify them for their work, and to render

them unerring teachers ? Had they not been furnished with abil-

ity to teach the way of God infallibly and perfectly, how could

they have supphed to the church the place of him who was the

great Prophet, the faithful and true witness ?

Secondly. Christ expressly promised to give his apostles the

Holy Spirit to assist them in their ivorJc.

This promise is contained in various passages, particularly the

foUowing ;
" I will ask the Father, and he shall give you another

Comforter, (or Assistant,) that he may abide with you forever
;

even the Spirit of truth." " When the Spirit of truth is come, he

will guide you into all the truth. He shall take of mine and show

also with the same aid, and comes commended with the same features of infallible

and unerring truth."— Wilson on the Evidences of Christianity, Lcct. 12.

VOL. I. 13
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it unto you." " He shall teach you all tilings, and bring all things

to your remembrance whatsoever I have said unto you." " When
they shall deliver you up, take no thought what or how ye shall

speak ; for it shall be given you in that same hour what ye shall

speak. For it is not ye that speak, but the Spirit of your Father

that speaketh in you." Storr and Flatt think, that the words in

the last verse, For it is not ye that speak, etc., relate to all the in-

structions of the apostles, and contain the ground of the particular

promise in the preceding verse. " The idea," they say, " seems

to be this : The instructions which ye, my apostles, in general give,

are derived not so much from yourselves, as from the Holy Spirit.

Hence when ye are called on to defend your doctrines, ye need

feel no anxiety, but may confidently rely on the Holy Spmt to vin-

dicate his own doctrines by suggesting to you the very words of

your defence."

Now if the promises of Christ above cited, were fulfilled ; then

the apostles were favored with the constant and unemng guidance

of the Spirit ; and so must have had a complete Icnowledge of the

truths of the Gospel, and all necessary assistance in making them

"known to others. If the Spirit abode with them continually ; then,

whether employed in preachiaig or writing, they must have been

infallibly guided. What they lorote was to be the means of ac-

complishing a far more extensive good, than what they 'preached.

So that if the Spirit of God deserted them when they were en-

gaged in loriting, he deserted them when his help was most needed,

and when the want of it was likely to be most extensively injurious

to the interests of religion. The efiect of an error in their preach-

ing might have been comparatively limited. But an error in their

writings, which were intended for general use, wovild have spread

a disastrous influence beyond any limits, either of time or plg*e.

If we take the promises of Christ, above quoted, in their ob\ious

sense, we must beheve that the apostles, as well as prophets, were

constantly moved by the Holy Spuit in the execution of their work,

and that all the Scriptures of the New Testament as well as of

the Old, were divinely inspired.

The following remarks of Dr. Calamy, in his sermons on Inspi-

ration, correspond exactly with the views already expressed.
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" If the writings of the New Testament were not given by in-

spiration of God, our Lord was not true to his apostles ; he did not

answer the promise he made them as to the assistance of the Holy

Spirit. If this promise of our Saviour did not refer to assistance

in writing as well as speaking, it reached to but half their work,

and left them to themselves as to the other half ; which, if the con-

cern of all succeedmg ages be regarded, is the most considerable

of the two. If the promise did extend to their Avritings, then they

were under infallible conduct. For it is not to be supposed

that such assistance as that promised for the benefit of all after

ages, should leave them exposed to mistakes in their writings. The

substance of the promise was, assistance in the whole of their apos-

tleship by the presence of his Spirit.''^

Christian writers generally agree in these views of the subject.

Knapp says : "If the apostles had inspiration in discourses which

were merely oral, and therefore of very temporary and limited ad-

vantage ; how much more in their tvritings, which were intended to

exert a more lasting and extended influence."

Thirdly ; there are many passages in the New Testament which

show, that the writers considered themselves to be under the infalli-

ble guidance of the Spirit, and their instructions to be clotJied with

divine authority.

It ought to be carefully kept in mind, that after the character

of the apostles, as divinely authorized teachers of the Christian

religion, was pubhcly made known by miraculous works, and was

generally understood and acknowledged by the churches, it was

quite unnecessary for them frequently and formally to assert their

claims to that character. It is not, therefore, to be considered as

anythmg strange or unaccountable, that what the apostles wrote on

this subject, though sometimes direct and explicit, was for the most

part incidental. Nor should this circumstance diminish, in our

view, the evidence arising from their remarks.

Gal, 1: 11, 12 ; "I certify you, brethren, that the Gospel

which was preached of me, is not after man : For I neither re-

ceived it of man, nor was I taught it, but by revelation of Jesus

Christ."
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1 Cor. 2: 10, 12, 13 ;
" But God hath revealed them to us,"

(i. e. the truths pertaining to the kingdom of heaven,) " hy Ma

Spirit. Now we received not the spirit of the world, but the

Spirit which is of God, that we might know the things which are

freely given us of God. Which things also we speak, not in the

words which man's wisdom teacheth, but in the words which the

Holy Ghost teacheth." This last text puts the apostles upon the

same footing with prophets. The prophesy came not hy the will of

man ; and the apostles spake not in4,he words which man's wisdom

taught. The prophets sjmke as they were moved by the Holy Ghost;

and the apostles spake in the words which the Holy Ghost taught.

This text affords as much evidence of the inspiration of the apos-

tles, as other passages do of the inspiration of the prophets.

2 Cor. 2: 17 ;
" We speak as of God;'' o^g in &eoi . . This

indicates, that God is the author of what is spoken.

1 Cor. 14: 37 ;
" If any man think himself to be a prophet, or

spiritual, let him acknowledge that the things which I write unto

you are the commandments of the Lord." Here then the apostle

claims, that the precepts which he writes should be received as

coming from God, and as clothed with di\ine authority ; and clearly

intimates that no one, who does not thus receive them, could be a

true prophet, or spiritual.

The apostle says to believers at Thessalonica respecting the

Gospel which he preached ;
" Ye received it, not as the word of

men, but as it is in truth, the u'ord of God.'' 1 Thess. 2: 13. In

the same epistle, 4: 8, he says respecting those who treated the

instructions of the apostles with contempt :
" He that despiseth,

despiseth not man, but God, who hath also given unto us his Holy

Spirit." What they spake was the word of God, and was to be

treated as such, because he had given them his Holy Spirit. Their

high authority rested on their being endued with special divine

.influence.

The apostle John asserts the same high claims, both for himself,

and for his fellow apostles. " We are of God. He that knoweth

God, heareth us. He that is not of God, heareth not us. Here-

by we know the Spirit of truth, and the Spirit of error." 1

John 4: 6.
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The following texts plainly imply, that the apostles hold the

same rank with prophets, and that their writings are entitled to

the same respect as the Scriptures of the Old Testament. Ephes.

2: 20. Here Paul represents Chi'istians, as " built on the foun-

dation of the apostles and prophets^^^— giving to apostolic instruc-

tions the same authority as to the writings of the prophets. 2 Pet.

3: 15, 16. Peter here speaks of the epistles of Paul, as stand-

ing upon a footing with the other Soiptui'es, i. e. the Scriptures of

the Old Testament. The beginning of the same chapter is of a

similar import. " I write unto you that ye may be mindful of the

words which tvere spoken before by the holy prophets, and of the

commandments of us, the apostles of the Lord and Saviour;" thus

representing the writings of the apostles as having the same au-

thority with those of the prophets.

Other citations might be made ; but these are sufficient. Now
can it be supposed, that honest and humble men would have spo-

ken thus of themselves, and represented their writings in such a

light, had they not certainly known themselves to be under special

divine guidance ? Their manner of speaking on this subject is

strikingly peculiar. They require that unlimited confidence should

be placed in their instructions. They never speak of any doc-

trine or duty, as though they apprehended themselves to be liable

to error ; although in other cases they were sufficiently prompt to

disclaim what did not belong to them. Whenever the principles

of Christianity are concerned, they speak as men who have received

a divine commission, and who act under an infallible guidance.

They make a cordial reception of their instructions, and submis-

sion to their authority, essential to Christian piety. They claim

the right of determining every question on the subject of religion,

and they interdict and anathematize all doctrines different from

theirs. Now how can it be supposed that men, who had a humble

opinion of themselves, and a supreme regard to the honor of God

and the cause of truth, would speak in this manner of themselves,

and of their instructions, unless they believed themselves to be

under a supernatural guidance, and their doctrines in all respects

according to the will of God ? Their manner of writing, and the

13*
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high claims they made, can be justified only on the principle, that

they had been commissioned by Christ to teach in his name ; that

their character as his ambassadors had been confii-med by mira-

cles ; that he had promised them the continual influence of the

Holy Spirit, and had faithfully fulfilled his promise in the special

aid afforded them. If any one should say, it might have been

without sufficient grounds that the apostles believed themselves to

be thus commissioned and assisted ; he would invalidate their

testimony as to all other facts, and so undermine the Christian

rehgion.

Should any one stiU allege that, if the writers of the New Tes-

tament were really inspired, they would have asserted their inspi-

ration more frequently, and in more direct and positive terms ; this

would be my reply : If the apostles were themselves assured of

their divine commission and inspiration, and had established their

claims to it by evidence of the highest kind, it must have been

unreasonable to expect, that they would be constantly affirmmg

what had been so satisfactorily proved, and that in every discourse

they delivered, and in every epistle they wrote, they would repeat

that they had a divine commission, and were guided by the divine

Spirit. Such reiteration would be not only unnecessary, but very

unsuitable to the character of ambassadors from the court of hea-

ven. Indeed, nothing hke this could be expected of an ambassador

from an earthly court. The apostles write like men who know

that they have a weU authenticated pubhc character ; that they

are clothed with power from on high, and that this is understood

and generally acknowledged by those Christians to whom they

write. Accordingly, when they speak of their high commission,

and the special divine assistance afibrded them, they do not repre-

sent it as a new doctrine which it was necessary for them to pub-

hsh and to prove. They speak of it sometimes for the purpose of

contrasting themselves with false teachers ; but, most frequently,

for the sake of producing a deeper impression of the paramount

importance of the doctrines and precepts which they inculcate.

The circumstance, therefore, that they so seldom and so informally

affinn their inspiration, instead of being inconsistent with it, is

rather an iirgument in its favor.
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As the evangelists Mark and Luke -were not apostles, it must

be acknowledged, that the arguments which prove the inspiration

of the other books of the New Testament, do not so directly prove

the inspiration of their gospels. For the purpose of aiding Chris-

tians in removing any difficulties which may arise from this circum-

stance, I offer the followmg remarks.

In the first place, the miraculous gifts of the Spirit were not

confined to the ajjostles. From the Acts of the apostles it appears,

that other individuals were favored with miraculous endowments.

And in the first epistle to the Corinthians, the apostle Paul speaks

of many Christians who had supernatural gifts, and who were

required to exercise them for the edification of the church. It

was a miraculous dispensation ; and at the commencement of that

new era in the church, such a dispensation was adapted to confirm

the faith of believers, and to prove to the world the divine author-

ity of the Christian rehgion. Now the remarkable fact, that the

supernatural gifts of the Spirit were conferred on so many besides

the apostles, makes it, at least, very probable, that they were con-

ferred on Mark and Luke. And the circumstance that these ser-

vants of Christ were so distinguished for their usefulness, and

were chosen as the particular companions of the apostles, is a good

reason for supposing that they were partakers of that divine influ-

ence, which was afforded so extensively and in such large measures

at that period of the church.

Secondly ; there was a tradition among the early Christians,

that these two gospels were written under the special direction of

the apostles. Tertullian says, " The gospel which Mark pub-

lished may be affirmed to be Peter's, whose interpreter Mark

was." He also says, that " Luke's history is usually ascribed to

Paul ;" meaning probably that it rested on Paul's authority. The

declaration of the Fathers that Paul and Peter approved and

sanctioned the gospels of Mark and Luke, is not, however, to be

understood as implying, that these two evangelists were not them-

selves inspired. For Eusebius makes a similar declaration res-

pecting the gospel of Matthew. He says that Paul and Peter

approved the gospel of Mattheiv, and confirmed the truth of it,
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as well as the gospels of Mark and ofLuke. And what can be more

natural than to suppose that, whenever it was necessary, one in-

spired writer would give his testimony to the writings of another ?

In this way Peter, though indirectly, confirms the authority of

the epistles of Paul. 2 Pet. 3: 15, 16. On supposition that an

inspired book came into the hands of any Christians who were

ignorant of its divine original ; an apostle, who knew the circum-

stances of the case, must have been ready to give the necessary

information respecting that book, and to declare, that it was di-

vinely inspired, and was to be received as part of God's word.

Finally. It is a fact which cannot be questioned, that the gos-

pels of Mark and Luke were received as canonical by the primi-

tive Christians. As those evangehsts were contemporary with the

apostles, and were instructed by them, the judgment of the apos-

tles respecting their writings was undoubtedly known. Primitive

Christians were exceedingly careful to inquire into the divine

authority of any writings which they received as part of the sacred

canon. And they evidently had far better means of getting the

necessary information, and of forming a correct judgment, than we

can have at this distant period. On the whole, as those early

Christians, who first received the gospels of Mark and Luke, could

have no motives to receive them, without good evidence of their

inspiration ; and as they did what they did, under the eye of the

apostles, and so must have been corrected had they judged wrong

;

we have reason to be satisfied with their decisions, and to place

the gospels of Mark and Luke on the same footing with other

inspired writings.

Various objections have been urged against the inspiration of

the apostles, as above exhibited. I shall attempt a particular

answer to one of them, and that the most plausible, arising from

several passages in Paul's epistles to the Corinthians, in which he

may, at first view, appear to disclaim divine inspiration, and to

speak only in his own name, and by his own authority. The pas-

sages referred to are the following. 1 Cor. 7: 10, 12, 25, 40,

"And unto the married I command, yet not I, but the Lord ; let

not the wife depart from her husband." " But to the rest speak
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I, not the Lord : If any brother hath a wife that believeth not,

and she be pleased to dwell with him, let him not put her away.'*

" Now concerning virgins, I have no commandment of the Lord.

Yet I give my judgment as one that hath obtained mercy of the

Lord to be faithful." " But she is happier if she so abide, after

my judgment: and I think I have the Spirit of the Lord."

2 Cor. 8: 8, 10 ; "I speak not by commandment, but by occasion

of the forwardness of others, and to prove the sincerity of your

love." "And herein I give my advice, for this is expedient for

you." 11: 17 ;
" That which I speak, I speak not after the Lord,

but as it were, foohshly, in this confidence of boasting."

Now, should we admit, as some writers do, that Paul, in

these instances, intended to disclaim inspiration ; we might give

the answer which they give ; that is, that the apostle's scrupulous

care to inform us that, in a few particular cases, he wrote what he

did without divine inspiration, afibrds satisfactory evidence, that

in all other cases, he was inspired, and that he meant that we

should believe him to be so.

But I see no sufficient reason to conclude that, in any of the

places referred to, the apostle meant to disclaim divine inspiration.

The texts quoted admit of a satisfactory explanation without sup-

posuag this. For might not the Spirit guide the apostle in giving

such advice, and in suggesting such prudential considerations, as

the peculiar circumstances of Christians required ? There are

many cases in which it is proper and necessary that God's people

should be cast upon their own discretion ;— cases where there can

be no miiversal, unbending rules to which every one shall be

obliged exactly to conform ; but where each man's duty must be

determined by his peculiar dispositions and circumstances. And
yet, in these very cases, it may be important that something should

be said in the way of advice; something to assist Christians in the

right exercise of their own discretion. And why may not an apostle

judge it proper, in such cases, to give some particular instruction ?

And why may not the divine Spirit so guide him, that he will be

sure to give right instruction,— will be sure to suggest such

advice or caution as shall be suitable to the occasion, and worthy
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of serious regard ? Now this is just what the apostle did, in the

passages under consideration. Cases arose, on which the Lord

Jesus had given no express precepts or directions, but on which it

was important that something should be said to Christians in the

waj of instruction or counsel. Paul, under the guidance of the

Holy Spirit, undertook to do this. When the Lord Jesus, during

his personal ministry, had given any particular direction relative

to the subject, he refers to that as decisive, and calls it the com-

mandment of the Lord. " Unto the married command I, yet not

I, but the Lord : Let not the wife depart from her husband."

This was a matter which Christ had expressly decided ; so that what

the apostle here said, was the commandment of the Lord, But as

to the case of a Christian who had a heathen partner, Christ had

given no particular instruction, but had left it among other thmgs,

to be regulated by his apostles, who were to speak in his name.

So our apostle says :
" But to the rest speak J, not the Lord."

" Concerning virgins I have no commandment of the Lord
;
yet I

give my judgment.''^ " She is happier if she so abide after my
judgment.''^ " Herein I give my advice.''^- But it is to be

observed that even here, where the apostle has no express com-

mandment of Christ to repeat, and only gives his own judgment

or advice,— he tells us, that he enjoys special divine assistance.

He says, " I give my judgment, as one that hath obtained mercy

of the Lord to be faithful;'' that is, as one whom God, in the

exercise of his mercy, has made faithful in discharging the apos-

tolic office. Again :
" She is happier if she so abide, after my

judgment ; and I think I have the Spirit of the Lord." There

is no reason to suppose that the word doxEm, I think, is intended to

indicate any doubt in the apostle's mind. He probably used this

language in the way of modesty and delicacy, when speaking of

himself. Similar modes of speech frequently occur, when no

doubt or uncertainty is meant to be expressed, but the contrary.

Is it not clear, then, that in giving his judgment, in the cases

referred to, the apostle considered himself as having the Spirit of

the Lord, and as being thus qualified for the right performance of

every part of his office, as an authorized teacher of the Christian

religion ?
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2 Cor. 8: 8, "I speak not by commandment;" xaz' tmrayriv,

according to, or from, any express command of Christ ; and v.

10, " Herein I give my advice ;
" are to be explained on the same

principles with the passages just considered. The distinction

intended, was not between what was inspired and what was TWt

inspired, but between what Christ himself expressly commanded

and what he left to be regulated by the counsels of one of his

apostles*

The text, 2 Cor. 11: 17, is to be explained differently. " That

which I speak, I speak not after the Lord ;" xara xvqiov, accord-

ing to the Lord; i. e. according to his example. The apostle was

embarrassed and oppressed with the necessity which was laid upon

him to speak in his own commendation ; and while doing it, charg-

ed himself with acting foolishly, and not according to the example

of Christ. He e\adently means either that there was something in

what he said which was apparently contrary to the unostentatious,

humble character of Christ ; or something which, in ordinary cir-

cumstances, would be actually contrary ; though in the singular

circumstances in which he was placed, he felt himself justified in

speaking as he did.

As to the objection which some have made against the inspira-

tion of the apostles from the instances of impropriety which appear

in their private conduct, I think it necessary at present only to

say, that their inspiration is to be understood to imply, not that

they were secured against all possible deviations from duty, and

made perfectly holy, in their private capacity ; but that they were

divinely guided and assisted in discharging the apostolic office.

It is very conceivable that, Avhile the apostles were but imperfectly

sanctified, and were liable to sin, as private men ; they might be

vmder infallible divine guidance in their public capacity as apostles.

We are taught by the Scriptures, that men wholly destitute of

goodness, such as Balaam and Caiaphas, were sometimes the sub-

jects of divme inspiration, and were led by it to declare tilings

*I am gratified to find that Haldane, Henderson and Gaussen give substantially

the same explanation of the texts above mentioned, as I have given in the Lecture.
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which they would not have declared of themselves. (See John
11: 49—52.) And if men without any hohness, could be divinely

inspired ; surely the imperfection of holiness which appeared in

Paul and Peter, can never be thought inconsistent with their

inspiration.



LECTURE XIII

NATURE AND EXTENT OF DIVINE INSPIRATION MORE PARTICU-

LARLY CONSIDERED.

The best means of forming a right judgment respecting the

nature and extent of inspiration are found in the Scriptures them-

selves. The subject, generally, presents itself to my mind thus.

If the Scriptures contain truth unmixed with error, the divine

influence must have secured the -writers against all liability to

error, and enabled them to teach, pure divine truth. If the Scrip-

tures really and infallibly express the mind of God on the subjects

treated, and so are justly entitled to be called the ivord of God

;

and if this infaUible utterance of the mind of God is beyond what

the writers were capable of from the mere exercise of their own

rational powers ; then they must have had supernatural assistance

— must have thought and written under the direction of an intel-

ligence above what is human. And this is only saying, that the

work accomplished must have proceeded from an agency sufficient

to accomplish it. If we can be satisfied what the work accom-

plished is, we shall be easUy satisfied as to the agency to which

it is to be ultimately ascribed.

There are many, who recognize no higher agency in the produc-

tion of the Scriptures, than that of man. But if we regard the

sacred volume, as sustaining the character which the writers them-

selves attribute to it, we shall at once recognize in its production

an intelligence and influence truly divine. The exercise of this

divine influence upon the sacred writers is what we mean by

inspiration.

VOL. I. 14
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I shall not stop to reason -with those, who question either the

power of God to afford men the supernatural guidance and aid

here affinned, or the importance of such aid to enable them to

give the necessary instruction on the subject of religion ; nor with

those who are insensible, how utterly dark, wretched, and hopeless

must have been the state of the world, had not a book been writ-

ten under the direction of an omniscient mind. We must entertain

very low conceptions of what the human mind would have been hke-

ly to accomphsh without a divine revelation, when Ave jEind that, even

in the enjoyment of such a revelation, it is so difficult to avoid the

most erroneous and hui'tful opinions, and to obtain any clear ap-

prehensions of divine truth.

To all Christians, the docti-ine of divine inspiration must appear

exceedingly desirable and important. A full persuasion that those

writings, on which they depend for all saving knowledge, had a

divine original, must be full of comfort. " If the Apostles did not

enjoy that higher divine influence, called inspiration, we might,"

says Dr. Knapp, " be easily disturbed by the doubt, whether they

rightly understood and taught this and the other doctrine of the

Christian religion ; whether, for example, their faithful attachment

to Christ, their love to his person, and high reverence for his char-

acter, did not betray them unintentionally and unconsciously into

mistaken and exaggerated views concerning his person, his di\anity,

and his glory in his state of exaltation. It would be easy in this

way, if no inspiration of the Bible were admitted, to render doubt-

ful the most important doctrines of Christianity. This is what has

been done, especially in modem times, by those who deny inspira-

tion."

The definition which Knapp gives of inspiration, is perhaps as

correct as any which has been given. He says, " It may be best

defined, according to the representation of the Scriptures them-

selves, as an extraordinary divine agency upon teachers, while giv-

ing instruction whether oral or written, by which they were taught

what and how they should write or speaJc." We express the same

thing, substantially, in another form, when we say, that in writing

the Scriptures, the sacred penmen were perfectly under divine guid-

ance ; or, they wrote as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.
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Hahn sajs :
" The Holj Scriptures not only deserve credit on

the same grounds as the common productions of men of veracity,

but possess divine aidliority^ in consequence of the extraordinary

assistance of tJie Spirit of Gfod which its authors enjoyed. The

same reasons Avhich lead us to believe in an extraordinary divine

revelation in general, lead us to believe also in a divine assistance

enabling the sacred writers to understand and communicate this

revelation without mistake ; since the ends of revelation would be

unattainable, if its first organs were not enabled correctly to under-

stand and communicate it."

The controversy among ortliodox di\ines respecting what is called

verbal inspiration, appears to arise, in a great measure, from the

different senses affixed to the phrase. Dr. Henderson, who is

among the most candid and able writers opposed to the doctrine of

verbal inspiration, seems to understand the doctrine as denoting

the immediate communication to the writers, of every word, and

syllable and letter of what they wrote, independently of their

intelligent agency, and without any regai-d to their peculiar mental

faculties or habits. While those who most earnestly and success-

fully contend for the higher \iews of imjjiration, particularly

Calamy, Haldane, and Gaussen, consider the doctrine they main-

tain, as entirely consistent with the greatest diversity of mental en-

dowment, culture and taste in the writers, and with the most per-

fect exercise of their intelligent agency,— consistent with their

using their own memory, their own reason, their o^vn manner of

thinking, and their own language,— consistent too, with their

making what they were to write, the subject of diligent and labori-

ous study,— only insisting, that it was all undej' tJie unerriny

guidance of the divine Spirit.

In a controversy of such a character as this, we may often suc-

ceed in removing difficulties, and in presenting the subject in a Hght

which will be satisfactory to all concerned, by laying aside an am-

biguous word or phi-ase, and making use of one which will express

the idea intended, with clearness and certainty. The word verbal,

in its common meaning, seems not exactly suited to the subject.

According to the best philologists, its leading signification is,
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" spoken; expressed to the ear in words ; oiot written." But no

one supposes, that when God inspired the sacred writers, he gene-

rally spoke to them in audible words. It is indeed true, that he

sometimes uttered articulate words in making known his will, as at

Sinai, at the baptism of Christ, and on some other occasions. In

such cases, he did, properly speaking, make verbal communications,

or give verbal instructions. But we should hardly call this verbal

inspiration. Who can suppose that God commonly taught inspired

men what to write by speaking words in their ears, as a man teaches

his amanuensis ? His influence was inward.

Now it would be nothing strange, if applying the word verbal to

inspiration, and thus giving it an unusual sense, should occasion

perplexity and confusion. For the sake of avoiding this evil, why

would it not be expedient to employ such words, as will convey the

idea intended, clearly and definitely, and, if necessary, to incur

the inconfenience of using an exact explanation, instead of the

word or phrase which causes the difficulty ?

The real question, and the whole question at issue, maybe stated

thus ; did the work of the divine Spirit in the sacredpenmen relate

to the language they used, or their manner of expressing their ideas?

And if so, how far, and in ivhat way ?

All those, with whom we are concerned in the discussion of this

question, hold that divine inspiration had some respect to the lan-

guage employed by the inspired writers, at least, in the way of

general supervision. And Dr. Henderson shows in various passa-

ges of his excellent Lectures, that there is no material difference

between him, and those who maintain higher ground. He allows

that, to a certain extent, what is called verbal inspiration, or the in-

spiratio7i of words, took place. " In recording what is immediately

spoken with an audible voice by Jehovah, or by an angel interpre-

ter ; in giving expression to points of revelation which entirely

surpassed the comprehension of the writers ; in recording prophe-

cies, the minute bearings of which they did not perceive ; in short,

in committing to writing any of the dictates of the Spirit, which

they could not have otherwise accurately expressed, the writers,"

he alleges, " were supphed with the words as well as the matter."
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He says, " that even when Biblical writers made use of their own

faculties, and wrote each one in his own manner, yet, without hav

ing their mental constitution at all disturbed, they were always

secured by celestial influence against the adoption of any forms of

speech, or collocation of words, that would have injured the exhibi-

tion of divine truth, or that did not adequately give it expression."

He declares his belief that the Scriptures were written, not un-

der a partial or imperfect, but under a plenary and uifallible in-

spiration ; that they were entirely the result of divine intervention,

and are to.be regarded as the oracles of Jehovah. Referring to

2 Tim. 3: 16, he says " we are here expressly taught the divine

inspiration of the whole of the Old Testament Codex ; that the

Scriptures are inspired as written documents ; that they are the re-

sult of the special and extraordinary influence of the Spirit, and

contain whatever the Spirit caused to be written for our instruc-

tion." Referring to 1 Cor. 2: 13, he says ;
" It is past all dispute

that the apostle here unequivocally ascribes both the doctrines

which he and his fellow-laborers taught, and their manner of jyro-

po^mding them, to the influence of the same divine agent ;" that

the passage conveys the idea " that the style or mode of expression

which they used, were such as they were instructed by the Spirit

to employ ;" that in the passage alluded to, the apostle refers " to

the entire character of the style which the first teachers of Chris-

tianity were taught to use in announcing its all-important doctrines."

The passages in which such tei-ms as the tvord of G-od, the Lord

spake, etc., occur, are, in his view, descriptive of inmiediate ver-

bal communications. He supposes that, in all such eases, toords

were hterally spoken, or audibly pronounced by God himself, or by

an angel in his name. In this opinion, however, I think he is mis-

taken. For, unquestionably, the word of the Lord often, if not

generally, came to the prophets in the way of dreams, or other

modes of inward suggestion.

The doctrine of a plenary inspiration of all Scripture in regard

to the language employed, as well as the thoughts communicated,

is so obviously important, and so consonant to the feelings of sin-

cere piety, that those evangehcal Christians who are pressed with

14*
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speculative objections against it, frequently, in the honesty of their

hearts, advance opinions which fairly imply it. This is the case, as

we have seen, with Dr. Henderson, who says, that the dinne Spirit

guided the sacred penmen in writing the Scriptures ; that their

mode of expression was such as they were instructed by the Spirit

to employ ; that Paul ascribes, not only the doctrines which the

apostles taught, but the entire character of their style, to the in-

fluence of the Spirit.

In regard to this point, therefore, there appears to be httle or

no ground for controversy. For if God so influenced the sacred

writers, that they wrote just what he intended, and in the manner

he intended, the end is secured ; and what they wrote is as truly

Ms word, as though he had written it with his own hand on tables

of stone, without any human instrumentality. The very words of

the decalogue were all such as God chose. And they would have

been equally so, if Moses had been moved by the divine Spirit to

write them with Ms hand. The exact truth is, that the writers

themselves were the subjects of the divine influence. The Spirit

employed them as active instruments, and directed them in writing

both as to matter and manner. They wrote " as they were moved

by the Holy Ghost." The matter, in many cases, was what they

before knew, and the manner was entirely conformed to their hab-

its ; it Avas their own. But what was written was none the less

inspired on that accoimt. God may have influenced and guided

an apostle as infallibly in writing what he had before known, as in

writing a new revelation. And God may have influenced Paul or

John to write a book in Ms own peculiar style, and that influence

may have been as real and as efiicacious, as if the style had been

what some would call a divine style. It ivas a divine style, if the

writer used it under divine direction. It was a divine style, and

it was, at the same time, a human style, and the writer's own

style, all in one. Just as the behever's exercises are his own acts,

and, at the same time, are the efiects of divine influence. " In efiicar

cious grace," says Edwards, " we are not merely passive ; nor

yet does God do some, and we do the rest. But God does all,

and we do all. God produces aU, and we act aU. For that is
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what he produces, namely, our o^vn acts. God is the only proper

author and foundation ; we only are the proper actors. We are,

in diflferent respects, wholly passive, and wholly active. In the

Scriptures, the same things are represented as from God, and from

us,— not merely because we must use the means in order to

the effect, but the effect itself is our act and our duty. These

things are agreeable to that text, ' God worketh in you both to will

and to do.' " The mental exercises of Paul and of John had

their own characteristic peculiarities, as much as their style. God

was the author of John's mind, and all that was peculiar to his

mental faculties and habits, as really as of Paul's mind, and what

was peculiar to him. And in the work of inspiration, he used and

directed for his own purposes, what was peculiar to each. When

God inspired different men, he did not make their minds and tastes

all alike, nor did he make their language ahke. Nor had he any

occasion for this ; for while they had different mental faculties and

habits, they were as capable ' of being infallibly directed by the

divine Spirit, and infallibly speaking and writing divine truth, as

though their mental faculties and habits had been all exactly alike.

And it is manifest, that the Scriptures, written by such a variety

of inspired men, and each part agreeably to the pecuHar talents

and style of the writer, are not only equally from God, but, taken

together, are far better adapted to the purpose of general instruc-

tion, and all the objects to be accomplished by revelation, than if

they had been written by one man, and in one and the same

manner.

Various distinctions have been made in regard to the kinds and

degrees of inspiration afforded to the sacred writers. -But the

sacred writers themselves make no such distinction. They declare

that all Scripture is divinely inspired. This imphes that the wri-

ters of Scripture were constantly imder the guidance of the Spirit.

It seems, therefore, more agreeable to the views which the Scrip-

ture itself expresses, and more favorable to its influence, to say,

that the writers were so guided by the divine Spirit, that, in every

part of their work, they were rendered infallible, and wrote just

what God willed they should write ; so that the sacred volume en-
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tirelj answers to the mind of God, and has nothing, either as to

matter or form, which he did not see to be suited to the great object

of a divine revelation.

In some cases we may perhaps find it convenient to speak of

the influence which God exercised over inspired men, as a divine

superintendence/ ; in other cases, as a divine suggestion. By a divine

superintendeney, we may designate such a divine control over the

sacred writers, as effectually preserved them from error, and

enabled them to write that, and that only, which corresponded

with the will of God, and which can justly be considered as the

word of Grod. And by a divine suggestiori, we may properly

enough indicate that divine influence, which makes known what

was before unknown, or causes one to recollect what would other-

wise escape his recollection. But I prefer a definition, which rep-

resents inspiration, simply, as a supernatural guidance or assist-

ance of the Spirit afforded to the sacred writers, guarding them

against error, and leading them to tvrite just what God saio to he

suited to accomplish the ends of revelation. If God would have

them make a record, for future use, of what was at the time gene-

rally known, he influenced them to make such a record. If he

would have them predict future events, or teach doctrines or pre-

cepts never taught before ; he influenced them to do this. And
universally, whatever God would have them do as sacred wri-

ters, he prompted them to undertake, and assisted them to accom-

phsh, in every case granting them just such assistance as the end

he had in view required.

Some have supposed, that the influence which inspired men had,

related exclusively to the thoughts or conceptions of their own minds.

But this supposition seems to me not accordant with what the in-

spired writers themselves advance on the subject. As the writers

of Scripture nowhere limit the divine influence which they enjoyed,

to the conceptions of their own minds ; neither would I do it.

And as there are some texts which clearly imply, that the divine

guidance afforded to inspired men, had respect to their language,

how can I entertain any further doubt ? And I find myself still

more satisfied by considering the cases, in which the apostles and
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other Christians were miraculously assisted to speak with other

tongues ; because, in all these cases, the agency of the Spirit

related directly to the language they used. The fact necessarily

imphes this. For to say that the divine Spirit assisted them to

speak in a foreign language which they had not learned, and yet

that the divine assistance afforded them had no respect to Ian-

guage, would be a contradiction.

The doctrine of inspiration, imderstood in any proper sense,

seems clearly to imply, that the divine influence which the proph-

ets and apostles enjoyed, must have pertained to the manner in

which they commmiicated divine truth. For can we suppose that

God moved his servants to write a particular doctrine or fact, and

yet did not influence them to write it in a suitable manner ?— that,

after prompting them to* communicate something of consequence,

he so abandoned theni, that they were Hable, as every man mthout

divine assistance is, to fall into mistakes, or to make the commum-

cation in a manner less proper in itself, and less agreeable to the

mind of God, than some other ?

One argument which has been urged against the supposition that

divine inspiration had a respect to language, is, that the language

employed by the inspired writers exhibits no marks of a divine

interference, but is perfectly conformed to the genius and taste of

the writers.

The fact has already been admitted. But I ask again, how does

this fact support the opmion of those who allege it ? May not

God exercise a perfect superintendency over inspired writers as

to the language they use, and yet each one of them write in his

own style, and according to his own taste ? May not God give

such aid to his servants, that, while using their own style, they will

certainly be secured against all mistakes, and exhibit the truth

with perfect propriety ? It is unquestionable, that Isaiah, Paul,

and John might be under the entire direction of the Holy Spirit,

even as to language, and at the same time, that each one of them

might write in his own manner ; and that the peculiar manner of

each might be adapted to answer an important end ; and that the

variety of style, thus introduced into the sacred volume, might be
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suited to excite a livelier interest in the minds of men, and to

secure to them a far greater amount of good, than could ever have

been derived from any one mode of writing. The great variety

existing among men as to their natural talents, and their peculiar

manner of thinking and writing, may, in this way, be turned to

account in the work of revelation, as well as in the concerns of

common life. It is a matter of fact, that God has made use of this

variety, and given the Holy Spirit to men, differing widely from

each other in regard to natural endowments, knowledge, and style,

and employed them, with all their various gifts, as agents in writ-

ing the Holy Scriptures ? And what color of reason can we have

to suppose, that the language which they used was less under the

divine direction on account of this variety, than if it had been

perfectly uniform throughout ?

The following remarks are from Wilson's Lectures on the Evi-

dences of Christianity.

" In order to trace out the wonderful union of divine and

HUMAN AGENCY in the inspiration of the Scriptures, we must col-

lect all the facts of the case, as they, lie in the New Testament.

We must compare what is decidedly the part of God, with what

appears to be the part of man. The facts on the one hand, are

these. The books are given by divine inspiration. They are the

words of the Holy Ghost ; they are the infallible standard of truth

;

no intermixture whatever of human frailty or mistake is to be found

in the communication they make to us of Christianity. These are

the facts on one side of the case. This is the part of God.

" In order to collect the phenomena on the other side, let us

open the New Testament again. We see, on the very face of the

whole, that the writers speak naturally,— use the style, language,

manner of address familiar to them. There are pecuhar casts of

talents, expression, modes of reasoning in each author. The lan-

guage is that of the country and age where they lived. They

employ all their faculties, they search, examine, weigh, reason, as

holy and sincere men, in such a cause, might be supposed to do.

They use all their natural and acquired knowledge ; their memory

furnishes them with facts, or the documents and authentic records
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of the time are consulted by them for information. They plead

with those to whom they are sent, they address the heart, they

expostulate, they warn, they invite. The mind of man is working

everywhere. In the historical books, the evangelists follow their

own trains of recollection. They relate mcidents as they struck

them, or were reported to them. In the devotional and epistolary

books again, natural talent, appropriate feelings and judgment, the

peculiarities of the individual, are manifest. These are the phe-

nomena on the other side ; these are the part of man. The facts

are numerous, and might be multiplied with every fresh perusal of

the sacred books.

" The two classes constitute the apparently contradictory facts

of the case. The books are divine, and yet they are human.

They are infallible, and yet indited by mortals like ourselves.

They are the word of God, and yet the word of man.

" By tracing, however, the inward structure of the books further,

we perceive that the plan and method of the divine inspiration

reconciles all these appearances, and subserves the most important

practical purposes. It unites the two classes of phenomena, the

plenary influences of the Almighty Spirit, and the free and natu-

ral exertion of the characteristic faculties of the writers. The

divine Spirit guarded the sacred penmen when they would other-

wise have gone astray, superintended and watched over every

step of their progress, suggested by direct discoveries what lay

beyond the reach of their means of knowledge, and directed them

to every topic, which, to his infinite wisdom appeared necessary

upon the whole, for the instruction of the church and the conversion

of mankind. Thus, on the one hand, the inspiration did not super-

sede, but support, elevate, and direct them in the use of their

natural faculties, of their stores of knowledge, of their experi-

ence and observation, and their efforts of recollection and reason-

ing. The human agency on the other hand, did not weaken or

defeat the supernatural communications ; but conveyed them to

men, moulded by the conceptions, and expressed in the words of

common life. The facts of the case by no means imply that man

minded his frailties and errors with the revealed truths of Chris-
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tianitj ; but, simply, that God was pleased to use man as his in-

strument. The human agency was subordinate to the divine.

The Almighty Spirit moved and gently led on ; the holy penmen

followed the guidance. God inspired ; man indited and -svrote.

The wisdom of the Creator sustained the weakness of the crea-

ture. The books, therefore, are both human and divine,— divine

as to the matter, human as to the manner ;— divine, as to the

supernatural tendency and direction ; human, as to the means em-

ployed ; divine, as to the revelation ; human, as to the instruments
;

the word of God as to the doctrine, the word of man as to the

channel of conveyance.

" Nor is the difficulty of explaining this union of divine and

human agency in the inspiration of the Scriptures any greater,

than in other instances in the government of mankind, where the

Almighty workeih all things according to the counsel of his own

will, and yet by means which do not interfere with the free agency,

nor alter the moral characteristics, nor lessen the responsibility of

man.

" In all the parts, the operations of the mind and habits of the

writers were allowed to act ; but were exempted from error and

mistake. In all the parts, the divine Spirit moved the writers to

such subjects, and such a manner of treating them, as befitted the

designs of infinite wisdom.

" If God has given a revelation of his will, and has consigned

all the parts of that revelation to books, by the hands of apostles,

endowed with miraculous qualifications, those books are the infal-

lible word of God himself. They can contain no mixture what-

ever of mistake or error. If God has further been pleased to

permit the sacred writers to exercise their own faculties ; to employ

all their natural and acquired knowledge ; and to leave through-

out an impression of human feeling in their way of delivering this

revelation, then their books are to be interpreted and understood,

according to the ordinary rules of common life— that awe only

being preserved, and that caution used in the application of those

rules, which the solemnity of the occasion requires. Thus truth

meets the mind, entire and simple, in its own harmony and force.
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The human form of the -writing lessens not the divine impress of

the inspiration. The whole Scripture is divine. It resembles not

the mystic image seen by the Babylonish monarch, the feet of

which were partly of iron and partly of clay ; and which, smitten

at length, fell prostrate and helpless ; but it stands erect and se-

cure ; its materials are all of heavenly origin ; it rests m every

part on the immediate support and power of God ; and defies un-

shaken the violent assaults, and more secret aggressions of its foes."

To prove that divme inspiration had no respect to the language

of the sacred -vn-itcrs, it is further alleged, that even the same doc-

trine is taught ami the same event described in a different manner

by different writers.

This fact I also admit. But how does it prove that inspiration

had no respect to language ? Is not the variety alleged a manifest

advantage, as to the impression which is likely to be made upon

the minds of men ? Is not testimony, which is substantially the

same, always considered as entitled to higher credit, when it is

given by different witnesses in different language, and in a different

order ? And is it not perfectly reasonable to suppose, that, in

making a revelation, God would exert his influence and control

over inspired men in such a manner, that, by exliibiting the same

doctrines and facts in different ways, they should make a more

salutary impression, and should more effectually compass the great

ends of a revelation ?

Apply these suggestions to the diversity in the narratives of the

Evangehsts. It will not be denied, that God determined that there

should be four narratives of the life and death of Jesus, from four

historians. If the narratives were all alike, three of them would

be useless. Indeed, such a circumstance would create suspicion,

and would bring discredit upon the whole gospel. The narra-

tives must then be different. And if, besides this useful diversi-

ty, it is found that the seeming contradictions can be satisfactorily

reconciled, and if each of the narratives is given in the peculiar

style and manner of the writer ; then all is natural and unexcep-

tionable ; and we have the highest evidence of the credibility and

truth of the narratives.

VOL. I. 15
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What I have to advance on this part of the subject maj be

summed up in these two positions. Fii-st ; the variety of manner

apparent among different inspired writers, even when treating of

the same subjects, is far better suited to promote the object of

divine revelation, than a perfect uniformity. Second ; it is agree-

able to our worthiest conceptions of God and his administration,

that he should make use of the best means for the accomplishment

of his designs ; and of course, that he should impart the gift of

inspiration to men of different tastes and habits, and should lead

them, while writing the Scriptures, to exhibit all the variety of

manner naturally arising from the diversified character of their

minds.

But another argument is urged against supposing that inspira-

tion had any respect to language ; namely, that the supjjosition of

a divine infiuence in this respect is imnecessary ; that the sacred

writers, having the requisite information in regard to the subjects

on which they were to write, might, so far as language is concerned,

he left entirely to their oivn judgment and fidelity.

But this view of the subject is far from being satisfactory. For

whatever may be said as to the judgment and fidelity of those who

wrote the Scriptures, there is one important circumstance which

cannot be accounted for, without supposing them to have enjoyed

a guidance above that of their own minds ; namely, that tliey were

infallibly preservedfrom every mistake or impr'opriety in the man-

ner of writing. If we should admit that the divine superintend-

ence and guidance afforded to the inspired writers had no relation

at all to the manner in which they exhibited either doctrines or

facts ; we should feel ourselves at liberty to question the propriety

of their representations. We should consider them as liable to all

the inadvertencies and mistakes, to which uninspired men are com-

monly liable ; and should think ourselves perfectly justified in un-

dertaking to charge them with real errors and faults as to style,

and to show how their language might have been improved ; and,

in short, to treat their writings just as we treat the writings of other

men. " Here," Ave might say, " Paul was unfortunate in the

choice of words ; and here his language does not express the ideas



ITS NATURE AND EXTENT. 171

which he must have intended to convey. Here the style of John

was inadvertent ; and here it was faulty ; and here it would have

been more agreeable to the nature of the subject, and would have

more accurately expressed the truth, had it been altered thus."

If the language of the sacred writers did not come under the in-

spection of the Holy Spirit, and if they were left, as other writers

are, to their own unaided faculties in regard to every thing which

pertained to the manner of writing ; then, evidently, we might use

the same freedom in animadverting upon their style, as upon the

style of other writers. But who could treat the volume of inspira-

tion in this manner, without impiety ?

Far be it from me to indulge a curiosity, which would pry into

things not intended for human intelligence. And far be it from

me to expend zeal in supporting opinions not warranted by the

word of God. But this one point I think specially important

;

namely, that the sacred writers had such direction of the Holy

Spirit, that they were secured against all liability to error, and

enabled to write just what Crod pleased ; so that what they wrote

is, in truth, the word of Gfod, and can never be subject to any

charge of mistake either as to matter or form. Whether this per-

fect correctness and propriety of language resulted from the divine

guidance directly or indirectly, is a question of no consequence.

If the Spirit of God directs the minds of inspired men, and gives

them just conceptions relative to the subjects on which they are

to write ; and if he constitutes and maintains a connection, true

and invariable, between their conceptions, and the language they

employ to express them ; the language must, in this way, be as

infallible, and as worthy of God, as though it were dictated directly

by the Holy Spirit. But to assert that the sacred writers used

such language as they chose, or such as was natural to them, vrith-

out any special divine superintendence, and that, in respect to

style, they are to be regarded as equally liable to mistakes with

other writers, is contrary to the representations which they them-

selves make, and is suited to diminish our confidence in the word

of God. For how could we have entire confidence in the repre-

sentations of Scripture, if, after God had mstructed the minds of
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the sacred writers in the truth to be commimjcated, he gave them

up to all the inadvertencies and errors, to which unaided human

nature is exposed, and took no effectual care that their manner of

writing should be according to his will ?

But besides what has been said, I have a strong objection to

the principle which is involved in the reasoning now under consid-

eration. For if we may denj that the divine guidance, afforded

to the sacred writers, had any respect to their language, on the

pretence, that thej were able to write without it, and so that the

divine guidance was unnecessary ; we may, on the same pretence,

deny that the divine guidance had any respect to the greater part

of the subjects on which they wrote. There is just as much rea-

son for saying, that they were of themselves generally competent

to form their own conceptions, and so had no need of supernatural

aid in this respect. It is just as reasonable to say, that Moses

could recollect what took place at the Red Sea, and that Paul

could recollect that he was once a persecutor, and Peter, what took

place on the mount of transfiguration, without supernatural aid, as

to say, that they could, without such aid, make a proper record of

those recollections. We believe a real and infallible guidance of

the Spirit in both respects ; because this is taught in the Scriptures.

To prove that the inspiration of the sacred writers did not

extend to their language, our opponents refer to the different

accounts of the number slain in Num. 25: 9 and 1 Cor. 10: 8.

Who, they say, can beheve that the language was inspired

when one writer says that 24,000 were slain, and the other

23,000 ? But it is easy to see, that the diflBculty presses with all

its force upon those who assert the inspiration of the thoughts.

For surely they will not say, that the sacred writers had true

thoughts in their minds, and yet uttered them in the language of

falsehood. This would contradict their own idea of a sure con-

nection between the conceptions of the mind and the utterance of

them in suitable words ; and would clearly show that they them-

selves feel it to be necessary that the divine guidance should

extend to the zvords of inspired men, as well as to their thoughts.

If Paul, through inadvertence, committed a mistake in saying
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that 23,000 fell in one day, it must have been a mistake in his

thoughts^ as well as in his words. For when he said 23,000, had

he not the idea of that number in his mind ? If, then, there was

a mistake, it lay in his thoughts. But if there was no mistake in

either of the writers, then there is nothing to prove that inspira-

tion did not extend to the language. If, however, there was a

real mistake, then the question is not, what becomes of verbal

inspiration, but, what becomes of inspiration in any sense ?

Some writers attempt to remove the difficulty in this manner.

The first writer says 24,000 were slain, meaning to include in

that number all who died in consequence of that rebellion. The

other writer says 23,000 fell in one day ; leaving us to conclude

that an addition of 1000 fell the next day. But it appears to me

more satisfactory to suppose, that neither of the writers intended

to state the exact number, this being of no consequence to their

object. The real number might be between twenty-three and

twenty-four thousand, and it might be sufficient for them to express

it in general terms, one of them calling it 24,000, and the other

23,000 ; that is, ahout so mmiy,— either of the numbers being

accurate enough to make the impression designed. Suppose that

the exact number was twenty three thousand seven hundred and

seventy-seven, and that both the writers knew this. It was not at

all necessary, in order to maintain their character as men of

veracity, that they should, when writing for such a purpose, men-

tion the exact number. The particularity and length of the

expression would have been inconvenient, and might have made a

less desirable impression of the evil of sin, and the justice of God,

than expressing it more briefly in a round number ; as we often

say, with a view merely to make a strong impression, that in such

a battle ten thousand, or fifty thousand, or half a million were

slain, no one supposing that we mean to state the number with

arithmetical exactness, as our object does not require this. And

who can doubt, that the divine Spirit might lead the sacred pen-

man to make use of this principle of rhetoric, and to speak of

those who were slain, according to the common practice in such a

case, in round numbers ?

15*
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I admit that, independently of what we leam from the inspired

writers themselves, we could not prove that they actually had

supernatural aid in regard to the language they employed. But

if this is expressly taught or fairly implied in their own declara-

tions ; then there are no presumptions or reasonings, which we can

admit to be conclusive against it, and, to be consistent Christians,

we must believe it on the authority of Grod 's word.

Let us then briefly examine this point, as it is presented in the

Scriptures, and see whether we find sufficient reason to deny that

inspiration related to language.

First. We find that the apostles were the subjects of such a

divine inspiration as enabled them to speak with other tongues.

Here, as I have already remarked, inspiration related directly to

language.

Secondly. In some instances, inspired men had not in their own

minds a clear understanding of the things which they spake or

wrote. One instance of this, before referred to, is the case of

Daniel, who heard and repeated what the Angel said, though he

did not understand it. Dan. 12: 7— 9. This was also the case

with the prophets referred to, 1 Peter 1: 10— 12. And is there

not reason to think this may have been the case with many of the

prophetic representations contained in the Psalms, and many of

the symbolic rites of the Mosaic institute ? Various matters are

found in the Old Testament, which were not intended so much for

the benefit of the writers, or their contemporaries, as for the bene-

fit of future ages. And this might have been a sufficient reason

why they should be left without a clear understanding of the

things which they wrote. In such cases, it would seem that in-

spired men were led to make use of expressions, the meaning of

which they did not fuUy understand— that the teaching of the

Spirit related rather to the words, than to the sense.

Thirdly. Examine the texts which most directly relate to the

subject.

The passage 2 Pet. 1: 21, is a remarkable one. It asserts,

that " holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy

Ghost." There is surely nothing here, which limits the divine
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influence to the conceptions of tlicir minds. Thej were moved by

the Holy Ghost to speak or write. 2 Tim. 3: 16. " All Scrip-

ture is divinely inspired." What is Scripture? It is divine

truth written, not merely conceived in the mind.

In Heb. 1: 1, it is said that " God spake to the fathers by the

prophets ; that is, he influenced the prophets to utter or make

hioivn important truths by the use of proper words.

I have argued in favor of the inspiration of the apostles, from

their commission. They were sent by Christ to teach the truths of

religion in his stead. It was an arduous work, and in the execu-

tion of it they needed and enjoyed much divine assistance. But

forming right conceptions of Christianity in their own minds, was

not the great work assigned to the apostles. If the divine assist-

ance reached only to this, it reached only to that which concerned

them as private men, and which they might have possessed,

though they had never been commissioned to teach others. As

apostles, they were to preach the Gospel to all who could be

brought to hear it, and to make a record of divine truth for the

benefit of future ages. Now can you suppose, that the divine

assistance afforded them had no respect to their main business,

and that, in the momentous and difficult work of communicating

the truths of religion, either orally, or by writing, they were left

without divine guidance, and so exposed to aU the errors and inad-

vertencies of uninspired men ?

But we must not stop here. For that divine assistance, whicli

we might reasonably suppose would have been granted to the apos-

tles in the work of teaching divine truth, is the very thing which

Christ promised them in the texts before cited. I shall refer only

to Matt. 10: 19, 20, " When they shall dehver you up, take no

thought how or what ye shall speak ; for it shall be given you in

the same hour what ye shall speak. For it is not ye that speak,

but the Spirit of your Father that speaketh in you." This pro-

mise, as Knapp says, implies, that " divine assistance should ex-

tend not only to ivhat they should say, but to the manner in which

they should say it." It is not, however, to be understood as im-

plying, that the apostles were not rational and voluntary agents
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in the discharge of their office. But it implies that, through the

influence of the Spirit, they should say what God would have

them to say, without any liability to mistake, either as to the mat-

ter or manner.

From the above cited promise, taken in connection with the in-

stances of its accomphshment which are recorded in the Acts of

the apostles, it becomes evident, that G-od may exert his highest

influence upon his servants, so as completely to guide them in

thought and in utterance, in regard to subjects which lie mostly

within the province of their natural faculties. For in those

speeches of the apostles which are left on record, we find that

most of the things which they declared, were things which, for

aught that appears, they might have known, and might have ex-

pressed to others, in the natural exercise of their own faculties.

This principle being admitted, and kept steadily in view, wiU re-

lieve us of many difficulties in regard to the subject before us.

The passage, 1 Cor. 2: 12, 13, already cited, is very far from

favoring the opinion, that inspiration had no respect to the lan-

guage of the apostles, or that it related exclusively to their

thoughts. " Which things we speak, rwt in the words which man's

wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth." The

Apostle avoided the style and the manner of teaching, which pre-

vailed among the wise men of Greece, and made use of a style,

which corresponded with the nature of his subject, and the end he

had in view. And this, he tells us, he did, under the guidance

of the Holy Spirit. His language, or manner of teaching, was

the thing to which the divine influence particularly referred. Storr

and Flatt give the following interpretation of this text :
" Paul,"

they say, " asserts that the doctrines of Christianity were revealed

to him by the almighty agency of God himself ; and finally, that

the inspiration of the di^^ne Spirit extended even to his words, and

to all his exhibitions of revealed truths." They add, that " Paul

clearly distinguishes between the doctrine itself, and the manner

in which it is communicated."

If it should be thought to be an objection to the views I have

expressed, that there is no appearance of anything superhuman,
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OF preternatural, in the language of Scripture, I would ask what

appearance of this there could be, on the supposition that the di-

vine Spirit actually superintended, or even prompted, the language

employed. The language, in order to answer the end, must still

be human. The modes of speech, the figures, and everything

relating to the style, must be conformed to common usage. They

must be so, even if God himself should make a communication

directly, by uttering a voice from heaven. Such a direct commu-

nication he actually made in the testimony he gave to Christ at his

baptism. And he made a direct communication in another form,

when he wrote the ten commandments on tables of stone. And
yet, in both of these, the language was, in all respects, according

to common usage. Why then should it not be so, where he makes

a communication through human agency ? Why should we sup-

pose he would depart from the common modes of speech ? And
admitting that the common modes of speech are used, why should

we suppose that God would set aside the natural powers of the

writers, and make thoughts and words for them, without any use

of their minds, or their organs of speech ? Why should we enter-

tain so strange and senseless an imagination ?

On the whole, after carefully investigating the subject of inspi-

ration, we are confirmed in the important conclusion, that " all

Scripture is divinely inspired
;

" that the sacred penmen wrote

" as they were moved by the Holy Ghost ;
" and that these repre-

sentations are to be understood as implying, that the writers had,

in all respects, both as to matter and manner, a constant and effec-

tual guidance of the divine Spirit. And we are still more con-

firmed in this conclusion, because we find, that it begets in those

who seriously adopt it an acknowledgement of the divine origin of

Scripture, a reverence for its teachings, and a practical regard to

its requirements, like what appeared in Christ and his apostles.

Being convinced that the Bible has, in all parts and in all respects,

the seal of the Almighty, and that it is truly and entirely from

God, we are led by reason, conscience and piety, to bow submis-

sively to its high authority, implicitly to believe its doctrines, how-

ever incomprehensible, and cordially to obey its precepts, however



178 INSPIRATION.

contrary to our natural inclinations. We come to it from day to

day, not as judges, but as learners ; never questioning the pro-

priety or utility of any of its contents. This precious word of

God is the perfect standard of our faith, and the rule of our life—
our comfort in affliction, and our sure guide to heaven.



LECTURE XIV.

THE DOCTRINE OF INSPIRATION APPLIED TO DIFFERENT PARTS

OF SCRIPTURE— REFLECTIONS

.

That all Scripture is given by inspiration of Grod, is a doctrine

indescribably precious to every Christian, and in the highest degree

important to the interests of the world. And it is a doctrine

•which must be happy or dreadful in its consequences, to all who

enjoy the light of revelation.

In order to guard against hurtful mistakes relative to this doc-

trine, and to give the contemplation of it the most salutary in-

fluence, it is important that we should weU consider the particular

manner in which it is to he applied to different parts of Scripture.

This is one of the remaining points to which I would invite your

attention.

No one can be so absurd as to suppose that the speeches of un-

inspired men, recorded in Scripture as historical facts, were them-

selves originally dictated by the Holy Spirit. The object of the

sacred volume requires, that it should record the speeches of wicked

men, as well as of good men ; and the speeches of good men who

were not inspired, as well as of those who were inspired. For ex-

ample, it was important that the Evangelists, in their history of the

Saviour, should relate the cavils, reproaches, and false accusations,

which his enemies uttered against hhn. But who ever imagined

that his enemies were prompted to utter these by the Holy Spirit ?

The Evangelists have recorded the words which Peter used in de-

nying his Lord. But no one ever imagined that he was prompted

to utter those rash and sinful words by the influence of the Spirit.

When we say, the Scriptures are divinely inspired, our meaning is,
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that the divine Spirit guided the writers. Whether those persona

whose words are recorded, were inspired or not, must in every

case be determined by the records themselves. In some instances

they evidently were inspired ; in other instances they were not.

Our doctrine is, that those who made the record were under infallible

divine guidance. If they undertook to record historical facts, they

were enabled to do it -with perfect historical truth, and to extend

their record to just such a length, and to give it just such a form,

as was suited to the design which God had in view. If they un-

dertook to teach the doctrines of religion, or to announce divine

commands, promises, or predictions, they were enabled to do it in-

fallibly. And if they undertook to give instruction by parables,

allegories, or symboHcal representations ; the Spirit of God enabled

them to make use of such parables, allegories, or symbols, as were

adapted to the end in view.

To make this matter as plain as possible, I shall refer to a few

examples.

I begin with the book of Job. Though we may have many rea-

sons to believe, that the account which the writer gives of the con-

versation between Job and his three friends had substantial fact for

its basis
;
yet it would be unreasonable to suppose, that a conver-

sation actually took place in Hebrew poetry, just such as is here

recorded. The case does not require anything like this. The ob-

ject of the writer was not to relate simple historical facts, but to

exhibit just views of the character and government of God, and

to expose and correct the various misconceptions of men on that

subject. Our doctrine is, that the divine Spirit so guided the

writer, that the representations he made in this familiar dialogue,

are well adapted to give the instruction intended, as to the right-

eousness and majesty of God, the errors of men, and other related

subjects. When therefore we read a particular passage, contain-

ing an expression of Job, or of his wife, or of one of his friends,

we are not to infer from the writer's inspiration, that the particular

expression referred to, was conformed to truth, or that the person

who orii^inally uttered it was divinely inspired, any more than we
are to infer from the inspiration of the Evangelists, that the various

charges which they declare to have been brought against Christ
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were conformed to truth. In every such case, our busmess is to

discover what was the design of the writer, or the design of God,

in what was written. The inspiration of a writer imphes, that the

instruction which he communicates is true. The author of the

book of Job wished to show, how a good man may be affected by

long-continued afflictions ; what mistakes he may make in judging

of the divine administration ; w^hat impatience he may indulge

;

what a wrong construction others may put upon the conduct of

God towards him ; what gracious methods God may take to in-

struct and humble him ; and how happy, in the end, is the effect

of divine chastisements on the man who is upright in heart, and

who enjoys divine teaching. The Holy Spirit prompted the writer

to aim at these important ends, and, with a view to their accom-

plishment, to write a book consisting chiefly of a dialogue between

Job and his three friends, an(^ of a solemn address to Job from the

Creator and Sovereign of the world. The inspired writer was en-

abled to frame such a dialogue, and such an address from God, as

should be agreeable to nature and truth, and convey with clearness

and force, the most important knowledge respecting God and man.

This is what I mean, when I say, the Book of Job was divinely in-

spired.

As another example, take the Proverbs of Solomon. God saw

it to be necessary to the highest improvement of men, that they

should have, for constant use, a collection of maxims, or wiseprac-

tical sayings, resulting from observation and experience. This

was one of the modes of instruction, which God judged to be im-

portant to our welfare. He therefore moved and assisted Solomon

to write a book of Proverbs, the greater part of which were proba-

bly suggested by his own experience, though some of them were

doubtless in common use before. But in whatever way he became

furnished with these maxims of divine truth, he selected and wrote

them under the guidance of the Holy Spirit.

As to the Prophets, the nature of the subject shows, that the

Spirit of God not only guided them in committing their predictions

to writing, but in a supernatural way made them acquainted with

those events to which their predictions related.

VOL. I, 16
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In short, ivliether the writer was a prophet, a historian, or a

teacher in any other form, the divine Spirit assisted him to perform

his work— that assistance always having been adapted to the

nature and circumstances of what the writer was to execute.

Secondly. Another point, to which I invite your attention is,

the perfection of the Bible. This clearly results from the doctrine

of inspiration as above explained.

I speak not now of an abstract or absolute perfection, but of a

relative perfection— a perfection which respects the ends of reve-

lation. It would be impious to suppose that a book, written by

inspiration of God, is not perfectly adapted to the purposes for

which it was designed. We may indeed frame an idea of a kind

of perfection, which does not belong to the Bible. And we may,

in like manner, frame an idea of a kind of perfection which does

not belong to what God has done in creation. We may imagine

that it Avould be a perfection in the scheme of his works, if houses,

and carriages, and clothing, and all the instruments which can be

necessary or useful to man, and all the books fitted to promote his

improvement, were produced as the trees of the forest are, accord-

ing to the laws of the natural world, without any concurrence of

human agency. But who does not see that this would be an im-

perfection, and would frustrate some of the most important ends of

creation in respect to man ? For what exercise or improvement

could there be of man's active powers, either corporeal or mental,

if all that he desires were formed ready for use without his agency ?

The most common objection against the perfection of the Bible,

is, that so many difficulties and obscurities arefound in it. But

if the Bible had no difficulties or obscurities ; if all were, at first

view, perfectly plain and easy ; what occasion woiild there be for

mental exertion ? And what opportunity for improvement ? This

fancied perfection could not be made out completely, unless the

Bible, throughout, should be plain and easy to every human being,

even to a child. Such a perfection, could it exist, would super-

sede all motive to improvement. But, in reality, it is impossible.

For how can subjects so vast and so comj'Jex be made perfectly

plain and easy to those who have but Uttle information, and who
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are in the infancy of their being ? This supposed perfection of

the Bible would require, either that the subjects of which it treats

should be lowered down infinitely, so as to meet the littleness of

the mind of man, and the mind of a child ; or that the mind

should be infinitely enlarged and exalted, so as to be able at once

to comprehend the vastness of these subjects.

We find it to be one great object of the Creator in the natural

world, to furnish man with materials, from which he may, by his

own exertions, form whatever will conduce to his convenience or

comfort. And we know by experience, that the exertions we

make to procm-e the necessaries and accommodations of life, not

only conduce to the improvement of our faculties, but become an

unfailing source of enjoyment. It follows then, that so far as our

improvement or enjoyment is concerned, it would greatly detract

from the perfection of the creation, if every thing we need or

desire were put into our hands, without any forethought or labor

of ours. And is not the same true in regard to revelation ? It

is certainly essential to our highest enjoyment in religion, that we

should diligently exert the powers of our minds in the acquisition

of religious knowledge. But what occasion or opportunity could

there be for mental exertion, if every thing in the Bible were, at

first view, perfectly plain and obvious ? That we may, on the

whole, have the highest amount of enjoyment, it is manifestly ne-

cessary that we should meet with difficulties and obscurities, and

that these should in some degree continue through every stage of

our progress in the acquisition of divine knowledge. For if diffi-

culties and obscurities should cease, and there should be nothing

left beyond the present grasp of our understanding, what motive

could we have for any further efforts ?

That the Bible is suited to call forth our diligent efforts, we find

to be a matter of fact. The man, who applies himself in earnest

to understand its contents, meets with difficulties in abundance.

And as he proceeds in acquiring knowledge, and in clearing away

the difficulties which first arose, new difficulties occur, which he

was before incapable of discovering. And every advance he

makes, gives him ability to see new difficulties, which are to
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be overcome by new exertion. Now I hold it to be no fault, but

a real perfection of the Bible, that it thus calls xls, in every stage

of improvement, to encounter difficulties ; to get a knowledge of

what was before unknown ; and thus to keep up that mental effort,

Avhich God has made essential to the end of our being, and with-

out which the Scriptures would be, in a great measure, dull and

tasteless.

If we keep in mind, that the Bible is not a book to be read

indolently, or to be understood passively, but is intended for our

instruction and moral discipline through every period of our life,

and that, to answer this purpose fully, it must excite our persever-

ing diligence, and be a constant means of improving all our intel-

lectual and moral powers ; we shall be satisfied, that those very

things, which have been complained of as defects in the word of

God, are essential to its perfection.

It is not meant to be implied in the foregoing remarks, that the

inspired penmen purposely introduced difficulties and obscurities

into their writings, for the sake of exercismg and improving our

minds. These difficulties and obscurities arise necessarily from

the nature of the subjects to which they relate, and from human

ignorance and weakness.

That we may be completely satisfied on this subject, we must

consider that the Bible is intended to be a subject of study, and a

means of intellectual and moral culture to good men, through all

ages. Had it been intended merely for one particular society of

men, or for one period of time, a great difference would undoubt-

edly have been made in its structure. But God designed this

holy book to be the study of all ages ; and, accordmgly, he has

so formed it, that many things, which are obscure and unintelligible

to men of one age, shall be perfectly clear to men in a succeeding

ago. A particular doctrine of the Bible may now be attended

with an obscurity, which the superior advantages of a future peri-

'od may clear away. The doctrine itself is contained in the Bible.

God has declared it. But owing to various causes, we do not fully

understand it, and of course do not fully perceive its value. But

others, who shall come after us, will have better means of knowl-»
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edge, or a better mode of thinking, and so will acquire a more

clear and comprehensive view of what is so imperfectly known to

us. This may be specially true in respect to prophecies. A pai>

ticular prediction may be so expressed, or it may relate to events

of such a nature, that it cannot be well understood before the

accomplishment shall explain it. And some important ends may

be answered by this very circumstance. Now, in any such case,

whether a doctrine or a prophecy is concerned, we are not to look

upon the present obscurity as a mark of imperfection in the Bible.

A passage, thus involved in obscurity, may be intended for the

benefit of the church in some future age
;
just as some things

which were but obscurely known to the people of God under the

former dispensation, are made very plain to Christians, being

intended chiefly for their benefit.

These points then should be specially remembered ; that our

finding, after all our efforts, that any part of Scripture is of diflli-

cult interpretation, or even unintelligible, is so far from proving

the Bible to be imperfect, that it may directly result from its per-

fection ; that the sacred volume could not, consistently with the

nature of the subjects of which it treats, and with the ends which

God designs it shall answer, be so formed, as to be entirely free

from obscurity ; and that the Holy Spirit may direct men to write,

for the benefit of future times, that which may be quite unintelli-

gible now, and which may be of but little use to us, except as a

means of rendering us more modest and humble, and more desi-

rous that a day of clearer light may come ; and that some tilings

may have been written, which are not applicable and not intelligi-

ble to us, but which were intelligible, and of real use, at the time

when they were written.

If you think it a proof of imperfection in the Bible, that it does

not exhibit the principles of religion in the common form of human

systems ; I ask you how it is in the material creation. Every

Christian believes that the work of the Lord is perfect— perfect

as to its design, and its adaptedness to the ends proposed. But

the objects of the natural world are not arranged m a regular or-

der, according to the rules of art. They have no systematic form,

16*
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correspondmg with what we find m systems of natural science.

But does this fact furnish any argument against the infinite wis-

dom or goodness of the Creator, or against the plan of operation

which he has adopted ?— There is, however, both in the works

and the word of God, a divine order and system, far above

human.

Thirdly. It is e\ddent that our belief in the peculiar doctrines

of the Gospel rests on the firmest basis.

The common doctrines of natural philosophy are founded on

facts which the natural world exhibits, and which we learn through

the medium of our senses. These doctrines we confidently be-

lieve ; and we should think that any man, who refuses to believe

them, violates the principles of common sense, and is destitute

of a sound understanding. But our faith in the 2}c<^fili(t-r doctrines

of the Bible rests on a surer foundation than any of the doctrines

•of natural science. Our senses and our mental faculties are all

fialhble- But God is Hable to no mistake. The doctrines, there-

fore, which rest on the authority of his word, are supported by

higher evidence, and are more worthy of our behef, than any of

the principles of natural philosophy.

It is also evident, that the peculiar doctrines of the Bible rest

on a surer basis, than any of the facts which we admit on the testi-

mony of our fellow men.

Who has any hesitation in believing, that there were such men

as Alexander and Julius Ceesar, and that there is such a place as

Rome ? But we never saw those men, and have never been in

that place. Our belief respecting them rests entirely on testi-

mony. Now, however sure the testimony of men, the testimony

of God is greater. There are indeed many Avho bear witness to the

existence of Alexander, and Caesar, and Rome. But the testimony

of God has more weight than that of ten thousand human wit-

nesses. This must be admitted, unless we deny, either that the

Bible is the word of God, or that he is possessed of infinite per-

fections. For if he has infinite perfections, then he has more

knowledge, and more goodness, and more ability and inclination to

speak the truth, than any created being, or all created beings
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united together. Of course, it would be more unreasonable to

suspect him of falsehood, than to suspect all the men on earth,

and all the angels in heaven.

We see to what a comfortable conclusion our investigation has

brought us, in regard to the foundation of our faith. If all

Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is, in truth, Jm

word; then, whatever doctrine it exhibits respecting the divine

character and administration, or respecting the state and prospects

of man, has the firmest, best support. The peculiar doctrines of

revelation have no other support. As thej lie beyond the disco-

very of our natural reason, we must forever have remained igno-

rant of them, had they not been made known by the word of God.

But as soon as he reveals them, we know them to be true.

Fourthly. We ought to regard the Bible as the source of reli-

gious knowledge, and the ultimate standard of our faith.

As soon as we find out, in any case, what sense the word of God

expresses, we have come to the end of our inquiries. Reasoning

has nothuig more to do, either in the way of provuig or disprov-

ing. What remains for us is, to believe— and to believe just

what is taught, and exactly in the manner in which it is taught.

In this way we give reason its proper place ; that is, we bring it

to sit as a learner at the feet of the heavenly Teacher. We have

in this case only one question ; and that is, what the Grod of truth

says. No man is at Uberty to inquire, whether that which God

says is true. The simple fact, that God declares it, is the highest

possible evidence of its truth. When we proceed on this princi-

ple, our reason has its proper use. It seeks the truth, and seeks

it by suitable and effectual means.

The inspiration of the Bible, regarded as a practical doctrine,

relieves us from misconception, doubt and perplexity respecting the

most interesting of all subjects. I will illustrate my meaning by

examples.

We are exposed to doubt and misconception as to the manner in

which the perfections of God will be developed hereafter in a mo-

ral government. What particular measures God will adopt in

accomphshing the great ends of his benevolence and justice, it is
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impossible for us to detennine by our own reason. And every at-

tempt to determine it in this way must involve us in error. Our

own benevolence and justice are very imperfect, and cannot be

considered as standards for these attributes, as they exist in God.

His benevolence and justice, under the guidance of his infinite

intelligence, must be widely different from benevolence and justice

so feeble as ours, and so exposed to be misguided by erring rea-

son. We have, therefore, no means which we can rely upon for

information on this subject, but the word of Crod. Here we are

definitely taught, that God will display his benevolence and jus-

tice, and secure the ends of his moral administration, by eternal

retributions ; that he has appointed a day in which he will judge

the world in righteousness, and that he will bestow immortal hap-

piness on the obedient, and inflict endless punishment on the dis-

obedient. In this way, we obtain real knowledge of the manner

in which God will unfold his benevolence and justice ; knowledge

which can be relied upon ; knowledge founded on an infallible rev-

elation. Our persuasion, then, that such is the way in which di-

vine benevolence and justice will operate, has as sure a support as

it would have, if we actually witnessed the endless happiness of

the righteous, and the endless misery of the wicked. Thus we are

freed from doubt and conjecture, and guarded against all the erro-

neous tendencies of uninstructed reason.

I shall give one more example. It would be impossible for us

to discover, by our c^vn reason, the peculiar manner in which the

infinite God exists, as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; because

there is nothing in created beings which could suggest it, or help

us to explain it. But God, who knows himself, has taught us, that

although there is only one Being possessed of eternal power and God-

head, there are yet three. Father, Son, and Spirit, to each of

whom all divine attributes and all personal characteristics belong.

Now, if we regard the Bible as divinely inspired, and as infaUibly

true, we may free ourselves from all doubt and perplexity on this

subject, and arrive at entire satisfaction. The fact that what God

makes known to us differs from everything of which we are con-

scious in ourselves, or which we have observed in others, can be
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no objection. For we may well suppose that a Being, possessing

a nature infinitely above ours, must, in many respects, be different

from us ; so that when the Bible actually exhibits liim as different,

we have no occasion to feel the least surprise. But aside from

any reasonable presumption of ours, it is clear that, as soon as the

inspired volume declares to us anything peculiar in the attributes

of God, or m his mode of existence, Ave have a sufficient foimdar

tion for our faith. Nor should our faith waver in the least, be-

cause we may be unable to reconcile the doctrine revealed with

some other things which we acknowledge to be true. That God

has declared it, is perfect evidence of its truth. And they who

refuse to believe a doctrine on the ground of this evidence, vir-

tually deny either that the Bible is the word of God, or that God

is true ; and thus abandoning the true source of knowledge and

the standard of faith, they are exposed to wander in darkness and

perplexity without end.

To regard the Bible as the source of knowledge and the infalli-

ble standard of faith, is the sure way to put an end to controversy

y

and to bring Christians to a general agreement in regard to the

principles of reUgion. For it is certain that those, whose faith

agrees -with the same standard, will be agreed among themselves.

If men differ in respect to the doctrines of rehgion, it must

be because some or all of them fail of conforming to the word

of God.

If all Christians, learned and unlearned, should pursue the study

of God's word on right principles, and in a right manner, and should

come to understand its true meaning ; and if they should conform

their faith to this perfect standard ; the certain consequence would

be, a general agreement among Christians in regard to religious

opinions. The prospect of such agreement among them must be

in proportion to the intelligence, candor, piety and zeal, with which

they apply themselves to the study of the Bible. It is not contro

versy, nor unsanctified learning, but the diligent, pious study of

the Bible, which is destined to put an end to division and strife in

the Christian world.

Fiftlily. Those authors, who deny the inspiration of the Bible,
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are to he regarded as dangerous guides in respect to the j^rinciples

of religion, and are to he read and studied with great caution.

Let such authors be possessed of ever so much genius and learn-

ing ;
yet, in their representations of the essential doctrines of our

religion, they are utterly unworthy of our confidence. Should we

think it safe that such men should be intrusted with the office of

preaching the gospel ? And how can we think it any more safe

that they should be intrusted with the work of explaining Christian-

ity by writing ? They who deny the inspiration of the Bible will,

of course, feel themselves at liberty, whenever they find occasion

for it, to question the truth of the doctrines and the authority of

the laws which it contains. As the prophets and apostles claim

divine inspiration, those who do not admit that claim, must regard

both prophets and apostles as enthusiasts or impostors. It is a

well known fact, that the denial of evangelical doctrmes, and the

denial of inspiration, generally go together. Priestley and others

who agree with him, are obliged, in order to be consistent with

themselves, to deny the inspiration of the apostles, and to charge

them with ignorance and mistake. Such men will, in all proba-

bihty, be biassed in their judgment as to the true sense of Scripture,

and will be blind to the spiritual glory of the Christian religion.

As they are unconvinced and unaffected by the evidence which

proves the Bible to be divinely inspired ; can it be supposed, that

they will rightly discern the nature of the heavenly truths Avhich

it contains ? And can those, who are desirous of learning the mind

of Christ, rely on such men as safe guides to the right understand-

ing of God's holy word ? We may indeed avail ourselves of all

the information which can be derived from those authors who deny

the divine origin of our sacred books. "Whatever they teach that

is valuable in respect to philology, or any branch of knowledge,

we may properly convert to our use in defending and explaining

Christianity. But can we rely on them as guides, or appeal to

them as authorities, in respect to the holy doctrines of revelation ?

Suppose St. Paul were present, and we should ask him, whether

lie would have us learn the sense of his writings from infidel critics.

What might we expect in reply, but the same caution that he gave
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to Christians in his day ;
" Beware, lest any man spoil you through

philosophy and vain deceit." And Avhat would Jesus say, if we

should ask him, whether we may expect to learn the true, spiritual

meaning of the Scriptures from those who are blinded by the god

of this world, and are enemies to his cross ? Whatever advan-

tages may be derived from their erudition, and from the acuteness

of their philological investigations, they afford no safe guidance in

our inquiries after divine truth. And who has ever resigned him-

self to their influence, or in any way leaned upon them, without

essential injury.

How is it in other cases ? Suppose a man, distinguished for

genius and learning, entertains principles subversive of civil law

and government. Should we choose him as a teacher for those

who are to be trained up to be legislators and judges ? And
suppose a man of distinguished abilities is known to entertain

principles pernicious to health and to life. Should we choose him

as a teacher in the art of healing, and make his books, containing

those pernicious principles, standards in the study and practice of

medicine ? How then can we look to men, whose religious princi-

ples are radically erroneous, for the assistance we need in discov-

ering what are the true doctrines of revelation ? Those who are

set for the defence of the Gospel, may consult writers of the

character above described. But whenever we consult them, we

should exercise a watchful caution, and be jealous over ourselves

with a godly jealousy. We should bear in mind that those, whose

writings we are perusing, are strangers to the truth as it is in

Jesus, and enemies to the spirit of revelation, and that in every-

thing in which the essence of religion is concerned, they are to be

suspected. And if those, who are preparing to be Christian

preachers, do not remember this ;—if while they are, from laudar

ble motives, conversant with infidel or skeptical writers, they are

heedless of the danger which attends them, and are not careful to

shield their minds against the poisonous influence to which they

are exposed, by self-inspection, and constant prayer ; they will cer-

tainly be led astray by the fascinations of genius and taste, and

will suffer a moral injury, which the most splendid acquisitions and

honors can never repair.



192 GUILT OF UNBELIEF.

Sixthly. Those who disbelieve the doctrines, or neglect the pre-

cepts contained in the Bible, subject themselves to a heavy charge

of presumjjtion and impiety.

To disbelieve the word of God is to impeach his veracity, or, as

an apostle expresses it, to make him a liar. Be it so, that some

things revealed in Scripture are contrary to the deductions of our

natural reason. To deny or doubt their truth on this account,

would be to set up our weak and erring reason above the infinite

understanding of God. And what impious pride and folly would

this be ! The same may be said as to the commands of the Bible.

They are the commands of Q-od; and they have as liigh claims to

our dutiful regard, as if God now addressed them to us, individu-

ally, by a voice from heaven. The doctrine of divine inspiration

is then a doctrine of vast import. It impresses upon the Bible an

infinite majesty and glory. It invests all its doctrines and pre-

cepts and promises with a high and holy authority. To the

authority of such a book, all our intellectual and moral powers

should render the tribute of the profoundest reverence and sub-

nussion. And surely God will not hold them guiltless, who either

despise or neglect this gift of his mercy.

Seventhly. How important is the ivork of explaining and incul-

cating the tvord of God, and disseminating it through the tvorld.

The world lieth in darkness. Man is a wanderer from duty

and from happiness. The Bible, and that only, can give him light

and guide him in the way to eternal life. And shall those, who

have experienced the efficacy of the word of God in converting

the soul,— in delivering it from present and future miseries, and

in securing everlastmg blessings,— be wanting in compassion to

their perishing fellow men, or in zeal to make known that gospel

which is the saving power of God to all who believe ? What work

on earth is so momentous, so sacred, or so arduous as this ? To

publish to the world the doctrines and precepts of the Christian

religion, would be a high and honorable employment even for

angels. But God has seen fit to commit this employment, not to

angels, but to men. How honored and happy are they, who are

called to this work, and who are striving to accomplish it ! But
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their labors, already useful in a degree not easily estimated, would

be far more useful, if they would abstract themselves from all other

pursuits, and give themselves wholly to the business of teaching

the religion of the Bible. In this way, their office would be asso-

ciated still more closely Avith the glory of God, and with the most

precious interests of man. In this way, they would become, in

the highest sense, benefactors to the world.

The work of preaching the Gospel has a natural and intimate

connection with the work of circulating the Scriptures. The

labors of Christian ministers, and of Bible Societies, are directed

to the same benevolent end. God has given the world a volume

of divine truth. It is His word. And it contains instruction

which is infinitely important for every child of Adam. There is

no design or enterprise, wliich Christian benevolence and piety can

place above that of giving the volume of inspiration to all men,

and teaching all men to understand it. Let Bible Societies,

then, and Gospel ministers pursue their great object with united

and persevering zeal, till, through the mercy of heaven, all men

shall hear and obey the Gospel, and the world be filled with the

knowledge of the Lord.
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LECTURE XV.

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

Although the sacred writers build their whole system ofreligious

truth and duty on the basis of the divine existence^ and although

they lay it down as the great and essential truth to be believed,

that Grod is ; and although Moses, Elijah, and Paul, and various

other divine messengers wrought miracles or used arguments, for

the purpose of making it manifest who was the true God in distinc-

tion from idols
;
yet it is remarkable, that the Scriptures no where

formally declare, that there is a God. And although they set forth

the nature of the argument by which the being of God is proved,

affirming that his eternal existence and perfections are manifested

by the things which are made, and that the heavens declare his

glory, so that they are without excuse who refuse to worship him
;

still they never undertake to exhibit the arguments in a philosophic

or scientific manner, or to defend the fundamental truth of all re-

ligion against the objections of atheism. And although they take

much pains to expose the folly, absurdity and wickedness of paying

homage to false gods ; they nowhere enter into a direct controversy

with speculative, or philosophical atheists, and nowhere, according

to the method of modern theologians, announce the truth which

speculative atheists deny. For this there was evidently no occar

sion. For however ignorant, vicious, and degraded the people

were, to whom the prophets and apostles were sent; yet who

among them openly denied, that there is a God ? It was an object

with prophets and apostles,— an object which they considered to be

of infinite moment, as the ministers of Christ do now,— to make

men acquainted with the true character of the Supreme Being

;
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while thej always assumed the existence of a God as an acknowl-

edged truth.

In their treatment of this subject, the sacred writers acted with

perfect judgment, and in harmony with the dictates of enhghtened

philosophy. For the connection between effects and an adequate

cause, is an obvious truth, an ultimate fact ; to prove which is as

unnecessary and impossible, as to prove that we see or hear. The

impossibility of proof in this case results, not from the difiBculty or

obscurity of the point under consideration, but from the circum-

stance, that nothing is more evident. And any man, who pretends

to disbelieve the connection between cause and eflFect, will perpet-

ually contradict himself. For wheneve» he sees any change in the

objects around him, or is conscious of any change in himself, he

will necessarily ascribe it to some cause. He may mistake the

cause ; still he practically acknowledges the principle, that effects

have a cause. We can no more refuse to beheve this principle,

than we can refuse to believe our original perceptions. Nor can

we account for the one, more than for the other. Several modem
philosophers have taken pains to illustrate that law of our nature,

which leads us to refer every change we perceive, to the operation

of an efficient cause. " This reference," says Stewart, " is not the

result of reasoning, but necessarily accompanies the perception, so

as to render it impossible for us to see the change, without feeling

a connction of the operation of some cause, by which it was pro-

duced ; much in the same manner, in which we find it to be impos-

sible to conceive a sensation, without bemg impressed with the be-

lief of the existence of a sentient being."

The remarks of Buffier on this point are brief and satisfactory.

The general principle he lays down is this ;
" wherever order is

discovered there also must be found some intelHgent being, who is

the author of it. Now there is order in the general structure of

the universe, and in that particular formation we call the nature of

man. There is then an intelligence, that is the cause of this order.

This intelhgent cause, who is superior to every man, and to the

whole universe, and who made them what they are, is what I call

God. a God therefore exists. If this proof," he says, " simple
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as it is, be not admitted ; I do not think it worth whUe to reason

on the subject ; for in order to reason, we must have a first princi-

ple, that is, a proposition which is allowed to be indisputable, and

which is so clear, that it can neither be attacked, nor proved b v any

proposition of greater perspicuity. Now, there is no principle,

that more fully possesses this character, than the foUomng, name-

ly ; all which I see, and in which is found a permanent, uniform,

and constant order, must have an intelligent Being for its cause.

For between a man, who should judge, that a watch which regu-

larly marks the hours, might have existed of itself, and another,

who denies that two and two make four, I see no difference as to

their absurdity. And if a man should ask to have it proved, that

some intelligence, and not chance, formed a watch; all the proof

which should be given him, would be, to remain silent;— for what

could be said on such an occasion, but that the man was out of his

senses."

By some it has been thought impossible, that any man should be

an atheist. But why should it be thought impossible ? That men,

through the influence of moral corruption, may become practical

atheists, no one can doubt. Nor is there any more reason to doubt,

that the understanding of men may be so blinded, and their judg-

ment so warped by pride and false philosophy, and by the practice

of vice and impiety, and so abandoned by the Holy Spirit, that they

will speculatively disbelieve the existence of a Supreme intelligent

cause. Who can limit the errors and absurdities, of which the

human mind is capable ? How many men have been given up to

strong delusion, to believe a lie, and to worship, as gods, the vilest

things in nature ! The understanding of an atheist must indeed

be in a most deplorable condition. If any man's eyes are closed

against all the signs and effectsof intelligence, which are exliibited

in creation ; if any man is deaf to the ten thousand voices, both

gentle and powerful, which every where and constantly proclaim

the power and goodness of God ; he must have become an astonish-

ing proficient in folly and stupidity. But there is nothing in all

this contrary to the well known principles of the hmnan mind. By

constantly retreating from the truth ; by resisting its evidence, and
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violating its obligations, men in a thousand instances gradually

diminish, and finally annihilate, the effect of the clearest evidence,

and work their reason into a blind submission to the gi-ossest false-

hoods. The Birmese, as a nation, are said to be speculative atheists.

On the question whether the idea of God is innate, I feel my-

self totally unable to reach any conclusion, without first ascertain-

ing fully the meaning of the phraseology employed. Wliat then

is meant by the idea of God ? and what by its being innate ?

An idea has often been defined, as the object of the understand-

ing— as that which is seen. According to this definition, the

object intended is extraneous to the mind. Of course, the idea

of the sun, is the sun ; and the idea of a tree, is a tree ; and the

idea of God, is God ;
— for the sun, a tree, and God, are the out-

ward objects which the mind apprehends or sees. But this cannot

be the meaning intended ; for on this principle, the idea, that is,

the object of the understanding, would exist separately from the

understanding, and independently of it,— being the same, what-

ever may be the exercises of the mind, or whether the mind exists

or not. Let then the idea of a thing be the image or form of that

thing within the mind, still distinct from the act of the mind in

apprehending it. Let it be the immediate object of that act. In

regard to this I ask, what reason there is to think that any such

image or form of a thing exists in the mind, distinct from the

mind's conception or apprehension of it ? Am I conscious of it

in myself? ^Vhen I look at a tree, two things are clear and cer-

tain to me ; first, that the tree really exists out of the mind and

independently of the mind ; secondly, that my mind perceives

or apprehends it ; in other words, that I myself apprehend it.

Of this apprehension or perception I am, properly speaking, eortr

8ciou8. Of the object without the mind, I am certain, though

not conscious. It is impossible for me to call it in question,

without first subverting the very constitution of the mind. To

attempt to prove it, would be nugatory ; because there is noth-

ing more clear and certain, and of course there is notliing to

constitute a proof. No one asks a proof of what he perfectly

knows without any proof. In such a case, we say there is no

17*
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proof ; because there is nothing more plain and obvious, than the

thing known.

But after settling these two points, first, that the outward object

exists ; and secondly, that I perceive or apprehend it ; I inquire,

whether there is anything which comes between the outward object

and the act of the mind perceiving it. In the case mentioned,

there is indeed the eye, the organ of sight. But tliis organ, which

is the constituted medium through which I see or perceive the

object, say, a tree, is not -within the mind. Nor is the image of a

tree which is painted on the retina, within the mind. The organ

of vision is no more within the mind, than the organ of hearing,

smelling, or tasting. My question is, whether there is any form

or image of the outward object actually withm the mind itself,

distinct from the mind's perception of the object, and to which the

mind looks more immediately, than to the outward object. If any

one affirms this to be the case, I ask why he affirms it. If he

says it is self-evident ; then I ask what he means by its being

self-evident. Does he mean that he is conscious of it, as a thing

which takes place in the mind ? Does he mean that it is a thing

which clearly appears in the mind, and which the mind sees and

knows to be there, as the immediate object of its thought or per-

ception ? If this is his meaning, then I can only desire him to

examine the subject carefully for himself. Let him question his

own mind, and wait for a fair and honest report. I must say for

myself, that so far as I can judge of the case under consideration,

the sum total of my knowledge is, that I see or perceive the tree,

and that the tree, the object of my perception, really exists, and

exists out of the mind. These things are clear and certain. But

I have no knowledge, either by consciousness, or in any other way,

of any image of the tree in the mind,— an image which the eye

of my mind looks at, as I look at the image of any object in a

mirror. If then the word idea is used to signify any such image

of the object within the mind, distinct from the act of the mind

in perceiving it, it is used to signify what in my view is a non-

entity.

But the word idea is at present commonly used to signify the
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act of the mind— its thought— its apprehension. To say that

the mind has the idea of a tree, is the same as to say that the

mind sees or perceives the tree, if present, or, if not now present,

that the mind has the thought or conception of it. It is the act

itself which the mind puts forth in reference to the tree. Accord-

ing to tliis, my idea of God is my thought, my conception of God.

This is the sense in which the word is now generally understood.

If I say, I have in my mind a clear idea, or an obscure idea, of

anything, I mean, that I have a clear or obscure thought or appre-

hension of that thing. If the idea of God is taken in this sense,

it will be easy to answer the question, whether the idea of God is

innate. I know not that any one holds, that human beings have

an mnate thought or conception of God ; or that such an exercise

or act of the mind is born with them. If it be true that any act

of the mind is strictly imiate ; it cannot be the idea or thought of

God. There is not the least reason to suppose, that this is the

first thought or idea which arises in the minds of children. In-

deed, when I look at the case of young children as it commonly

is, I cannot but conclude, that a very considerable exercise of the

mental faculties is pre-requisite to any just idea of the Supreme

Being, and that a great variety of sensations, thoughts, or concep-

tions take place in the minds of children, previously to any real

thought or conception of God. This I am sure has been the case

with us all, so far as our memory can trace back the history of

our mental acts. If then the early date of mental acts is to be

of weight in determining whether they are innate ; there are many

ideas which have a stronger claim to be called innate, than the

idea of God. The idea of light, and sound, and the ideas or

sensations of taste, smell, and feeling, evidently arise in the minds

of children, a long time before they appear to be capable of any

such idea, as that of a Supreme Being.

But I must advert to another view of this subject, which I

think is entitled to more respect. There is that which may pro-

perly be called a constitution of the mind, which always, in favor-

able circumstances, leads to the conception of a Supreme Being.

Man is so made, that he will, as a matter of course, have an idea
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of God. There is manifestly an original, inborn tendency of the

mind to religious tlioughts. The mind is so made, as to be adapted

to receive the impression of a Supreme and perfect Being. This

tendency or make of the mind will, in all ordinary cases, de-

velop itself in early life. And if man were free from the influ-

ence of moral evil, the idea or thought of God would, doubtless,

be waked up in his mind, much earlier, and much more clearly,

than is common in our degenerate state. The same degeneracy,

which occasions so much ignorance and error respecting God in

after life, is a hinderance to any proper conception of him in early

childhood. If, at the commencement of our being, we were free

from sua, as Jesus was, the idea or conception of God, thotfgh

feeble and imperfect, would, I think, mingle very early with the

other actings of our intellectual and spiritual nature. Now, if

this is what is meant by an innate idea of God, there is no ground

of controversy left. It is agreed, that the human mind has, from

the beginning, such a constitution or tendency. This is the opin-

ion of the best divines. Calvin, for example, speaks of " the

seeds of rehgion which are sown by God in every heart, although

they are not cherished, and do not grow, and bear fruit as they

ought." He says, too, " that the idea of a Deity, impressed on the

mind of man, is indelible ;" " that the minds of men are fully

impressed with this common principle, which is closely interwoven

with their original composition ;" and that " some sense of the Di-

vinity is inscribed on every heart." He does not say, there is any

actual perception of the Divinity in the mind of a new bom child.

Now, I have no objection to such expressions of Calvin, and of

other writers, if understood with such a latitude as is common.

We say familiarly, that man has an innate love of knowledge

;

that the love of offspring is natural to the human mind ; that the

sentiment of pity in view of severe suffering, is impressed upon

the very constitution of man, and arises spontaneously in his

heart ; that these things belong to his very nature. Expressions

like these point us to those dispositions, or tendencies, which show

themselves so uniformly in man, and which evidently result from

the nature of the mind. We say of some men, that a taste for
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poetry, or for mathematics, is born with them ; and if we should

say, they have an innate knowledge or discernment of mathemati-

cal truth, or of the beauties of nature, or the beauties of poetry

— we should mean no more than that they have such a mental

constitution,— that their mind is, fi'om the first, so formed, that

when their faculties come to be exercised and strengthened, they

will actually possess the taste and the discernment spoken of. Ac-

cordingly, if I should say, that man has an innate idea of God,

I should mean only that he has an intellectual and spiritual nature,

which will, in due time, give birth to such an idea, that the very

structure of his mind leads to this ; and that this is the natural and

uniform result of his moral constitution, unless prevented by some

extraordinary obstacle. And I ask any one, who chooses to say,

that the idea of God is innate, whether he means more than this.

And if he means something more, I ask what it is. Some vis-

ionary philosophers say, that the real idea of God is latent in the

mind at its first foimation, and is developed when the mind acts.

On the same principle they might say, and some Platonists do say,

that all the ideas which man ever has, exist in his mind at first

;

that all mathematical and moral truths, without any attention or

consciousness on his part, are, from the first, formed and laid up

in the recesses of his spiritual being, to be called forth for use, as

occasion requires. Now, I am very much inclined to inquire for

the proof of such a theory. But I am not aware that any proof

has been, or can be produced, except the simple fact, that man in

the course of his fife comes to possess the ideas referred to, or

that he docs in due time, and by proper means, acquire the knowl-

edge of mathematical and moral truths. According to the notion

above mentioned, it would seem, that some of the ideas which lie

sleeping in the infant mind, are w^aked up very easily ; while

others are buried in such a profound sleep, that it requires hard

work for a long time, frequently for years, to rouse them from

their slumbers. Now the best which can be said of this theory of

innate ideas, taken in the Uteral, palpable sense just described, is,

that it is mere conjecture, founded perhaps on some analogies taken

jfrom the material world. All we know is, that the mind exists,
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and exists from the first with such faculties and propensities, as

are afterwards elicited and made manifest in a course of intelli-

gent, moral action ; that the mind has a religious propensity, or

such a constitution or nature, as will earlj develop itself in the

conception of a God ; in other words, that there is a foundation

laid in the very nature of the mind, for the conception and the

belief of a Supreme and eternal Being. I might say the same as

to the primary and self-evident principles of mathematics. There

is in our intellectual nature, a foundation for discerning the truth

of these principles. Take one of the maxims or first principles of

geometry. As soon as we turn our attention to that principle, and

form a clear conception of it, we know it to be true. Indeed, the

very conception of the meaning of the proposition carries with it

a conviction of its truth. In the exercise of our understanding,

we can have no doubt respecting it. To beings constituted as

we are, it is self-evident. In like manner, as intellectual, moral

beings, we come to entertain the idea of God. And the very

idea, comiected with the accompanying evidence, carries with

it a belief of the objective reality. We cannot have in our

mind a just conception of an uncreated, perfect Bemg, without a

persuasion that such a Being exists. In the unperverted exercise

of our faculties, we cannot doubt his existence.

Such, as it seems to me, is the most unexceptionable manner

of presentmg the theory of those, who hold that we have an innate

idea of God ; and this, I thmk, is all they can make of it. And

if the theory is viewed in this light, I would not make it a subject

of controversy. The thought of God may undoubtedly precede

the use of what is called speculative reason. It may be intermixed

with our early acquaintance with the works of his hand, particu-

larly his favors to us,— by which his perfections are reaUy, though

perhaps unawares to us, suggested to our minds. But it is by

no means necessary, that we should always have our eye upon

these outward manifestations of God. For he may come to be

the direct object of our thoughts, as he exists, separately from his

works. In other words, we may sometimes contemplate his exist-

ence, without taking his works into view. If it is true, that we

do at first rise to the actual idea of God through the medium of
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his works; that idea may be afterwards revived in the mind,

without any conscious reference to the medium through which we

originally obtained it
;
just as we may have an idea and a sure

belief of some higher proposition in Geometry, without recalling

the steps of the demonstration which originally convinced us of its

truth. This actual conception of God, whether we think of the

manner in Avhich we first obtained it or not, is attended with the

belief that he is, or that our idea of him has an objective reahty.

In this way, all speculative objections, and doubts, and ratiocinar

tions are excluded, and all is certainty. This view of the subject

is attended with important advantages, as it is grounded in truth,

and tends to free the mind from the difficulties and perplexities

which arise from mere reasoning. And so it becomes peculiarly

satisfactory to those, who have found themselves unable to remove

the speculative objections, which are urged against the common

methods of stating the evidence of the divine existence.

I woiild make one further suggestion, namely ; such a constitu-

tion, such an original make of the mind, as will lead certainly

to the knowledge of God— such a ground of the idea of God,

laid in our very being, bears the stamp of a divine contrivance as

clearly, as if we had at our birth the actual conception of God ;

— nor can this constitution of mind be in any way accounted for,

without referring it to the purpose of the Creator, that we should

know and worship him.

This evidence of the bemg of God from the structure of the

human mind, particularly its moral constitution, is of great value,

and deserves to be much insisted upon. If anything is manifestly

adapted to a particular purpose, we conclude that it was designed

and made for that purpose. Wlien we see an insect with wings,

we at once conclude that it was made to fly. Now the soul of

man has a nature which is adapted to rehgious purposes. It de-

sires a good which is not to be found in the creation. It aspires

after an infinite good. And this shows that it was made for such

a good ; in other words, that it was made for the knowledge and

enjoyment of God. And this is the same as saying, that the very

constitution of the soul of man points to a God, and clearly imr

plies that there is a God. Without a Bemg of infinite perfection,
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the soul could never attain to its appropriate good. Its capacities

could never be filled ; its higher desires covdd never be satisfied,

Naj, it would bo in a state of intolerable desolation and wretch-

edness.

This evidence of a God is specially manifest from the existence

of conscience. Man discerns between moral good and evil. When
he does right, his conscience approves, and expects the approbation

and favor of the Being who made him. When he does wrong, his

conscience condemns him, and points him to a just Lawgiver and

Judge, who will punish him for the wrong he has done. Sinners

everywhere fear the righteous anger of God. An awakened con-

science instinctively speaks of a God, a Supreme Ruler. It has

an eye Avhich sees that there is an almighty Being, who will pimish

evil doers. By perverse reasoning or wicked practice, a man may

make himself a speculative atheist. But if his conscience is waked

up to right action, it Avill in a moment confute all his sophistical

arguments, and will tell him, in words which he cannot refuse to

hear, that there is an omnipotent and righteous God,— will cause

him to know the momentous reality. lie will see the Holy One of

Israel whom he has offended, and will dread the stroke of his jus-

tice. Thus the acting of an awakened conscience carries with it

a perfect demonstration, that there is a God
;
just as the opening

of the eyes which have been blind, carries with it a demonstration,

that there is a sun at noon-day.

This moral evidence of the Being of a God is very simple and

direct, and the behef arising from it generally precedes any par-

ticular effort of the intellect to frame a speculative argument. " It

is an established fact," says Knapp, " that all who believe in the

divine existence, are convinced of it before they come to the knowl-

edge of any theoretic argument by which it might be proved.

Men in general admit the idea of a God to be true, because it per-

fectly agrees with the principles of their moral nature, and is de-

manded by these principles, and not because it is proved by specu-

lative reason." Hence Knapp infers, " that we should begin to

instruct children in the knowledge of God at a very early period

;

as soon indeed as they show the movings of moral feeling."
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But as soon as the mind arrives at some degree of maturity, it

naturally searches for speculative proof of that which it had before

believed from its moral constitution. And this brmgs us to the

more common argument for the divine existence, namely, that

"which is derived from the works of creation and providence. These

works, which are plainly not self originated or self existent, must

be refexTed to an adequate cause, and that cause must have been

eternal, and possessed of unlimited wisdom, power and goodness.

This argument was suggested by the Apostle Paul, Rom. 1: 20, and

has been stated and expanded in various ways by a long list of dis-

tinguished writers, and by none more skilfully and impressively, tlian

by Paley in his Natural Theology. This argument is fitted to pro-

duce full conviction in the minds of serious and enlightened Chris-

tians generally ; and it has this special advantage, namely, that

every part of the creation, every particular thing, however mmute,

among the works of God does, by itself, afford clear evidence of an

intelUgent and divine cause. So that as we pass from one part

of creation to another, the argument is constantly accumulating

strength, and becoming delightfully overwhelming. This argument,

which is plainly and repeatedly asserted by the Scriptures, must

carry perfect conviction not only to the philosopher and the devout

Christian, but to every intelligent and candid person. And the

more extensive and particular our acquaintance is with the different

branches of natural science, the more various and powerful will be

the e\'idence of a divine and incomprehensible Being, from whom

all created things are derived.

The abstract metaphysical argument from necessity, which Dr.

Clarke so elaborately sets forth, seems to carry full conviction to

some speculative minds. But to me, the argument is not conclu-

sive, except as it runs into the common a posteriori argument, that is,

the argument from effects to a cause. The question relates to a par-

ticular mode of reasoning. How do you make out the proof, that an

eternal intelligent cause exists ? You say you prove it, from the

necessity of the existence of such a cause. To this I agree, but I

ask, why the cause is necessary. The answer must be, that it is

necessary in order to account for the existence of the things which

VOL. I. 18
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are made. As there are effects, there must be an adequate cause.

It may be said, there would have been and there must have been

the same eternal, intelligent cause, although no effects had resulted

from it. True ; but on that supposition, how could we have known

it ? Could we perceive the necessity of an eternal, divine cause,

independently of any visible effects, that is independently of those

created things which show to us the necessity of a Creator ? It

may be said, that God could have made us so, that we couldl see

his existence directly, as we see light. Be it so. In that case

the existence of God would stand before us as a certainty. We
should see and know that there is a God

;
just as we knoAV there

is light. But should we, in that case, be apt to say, we see and

know that there must be a God ? Dr. Clarke and others have

spoken of necessity as the ground of the divine existence. But

what does this language mean ? If we say, that A is the ground

of the existence of B, we mean that B is a distinct thing from A,

and is dependent upon it. Now is the necessity of the divine ex-

istence a thing distinct from the di\ane existence, and does the

divine existence depend upon that necessity ? And is the divine

existence then, after all, a dependent existence ? Do you say, it

depends upon itself ? Well then, is itself different from itself ?

If not, what can be meant by its being dependent upon itself? I

suppose the real meaning is, that it is absolutely independent ;—
that all dependence is excluded ; and this is the same as saying,

it does not depend upon anything. Why then, after affinning that

it is absolutely independent, should we say, it is dependent up-

on itself? There seems to be in this an attempt to make the

existence of God somehow like the existence of created things,

which all depend on something else as the real ground or cause

of their existence. Whereas the existence of God differs essen-

tially and entirely from all other things in this respect, that while

they all have a cause or ground of their existence, which is God,

there is no cause of his existence. This being the case, why

should we say, he is the ground or cause of his own exist-

ence ? And what do we do towards explaining his self-existence,

by saying that the cause of his existence lies in himself? This
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explanation would need to be explained more than self-existence.

The self-existence of God must mean, that he exists absolutely and

independently. So all must understand it. And it appears strange,

that any men of sense should go about to make the divine existence

like created existence, which is dependent on a cause. To say

that the eternal cause is caused any way, even se?f-caused, is ab-

surd ;
— self-caused, and yet not caused at all

!

As to necessity being the ground of divine existence, all I can

say is, that the obvious necessity of an eternal, intelligent Being

as the cause of created things, is the ground of our belief that

such a Being exists ; or more briefly, the necessity referred to, is

the ground, not of the divine existence, but of our belief of it.

Some excellent writers of the Platonic school make much of the

argument which they derive from the idea we have of the most per-

fect Being^ a Being absolutely perfect. From the fact that we

can form in our minds the idea or conception of such a Being, they

think it follows, as a certain consequence, that such a Being exists.

This argument is grounded on the principle, that all our ideas

must have an objective reahty ; which, in numberless instances, is

far from being true. The mere conception or idea of a thing does

not prove its existence. The only way in which the argument

from the idea of a perfect Being can have any weight, is this, that

our being capable of forming such a sublime conception must, like

all the other powers and capacities of the soul, have an adequate

cause, and that cause must be God. This capacity is, in some re-

spects, of a higher character than any other, and shows that we are

fitted by our creation to be religious beings, that is, to know and

worship God. As other effects imply an adequate cause, so does

the idea of God, and the capacity to form such an idea. The ar-

gument then is, that there must be an all perfect Being, not because

every thing of which we have an idea must really exist, but because

a soul capable of such an idea, must be the work of a Being pos-

sessed of the liighest perfection. And so it comes out to be the

argument commonl}'- used to prove that there is a wise and benevo-

lent Creator, from the existence of the faculties of the human soul.

I have now touched upon the chief methods, which have been
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made use of to prove the divine existence. One of these methods

is specially suited to give satisfaction to one class of men, and an-

other, to another class. The various methods of proof, freed from

ambiguity, rightly stated, and candidly understood, contain more

or less that is true in principle, and -weighty in argument. And

surely it affords matter of gratitude and joy, that a doctrine so sub-

lime and momentous, is supported not merely by one conclusive

argument, but by such a variety of arguments. So far as they

are valid, we ought to welcome them all. If a truth so precious,

80 wonderful and glorious, can be made evident to our minds in any

way, or by any argument, we ought to rejoice. But if it can be

proved or illustrated m different ways, and by different considera-

tions, our satisfaction and joy should be proportionally increased.

Here then we are met by an obvious fault in different wTiters.

Some, who hold to the common argument from effects to a cause,

wiU hear nothing of any other mode of reasoning. While some

late writers, vrho make much of the theory of an innate idea of

God, show a great dislike to the common method, so skilfully pre-

sented by Paley and others, because they are able to discover some

speculative difficulties attending it which they cannot satisfactorily

obviate— not seeming to be aware, that difficulties of equal magni-

tude attend their favorite argument. It is indeed true, that the

effects which take place before our eyes in the physical world re-

sult, m an obvious and important sense, from what philosophers

have called second causes ; as the tendency of bodies towards the

earth, and towards the sun, results from the power of attraction

;

and as the workmanship displayed by the bee, and the beaver, and

other animals, result from the instinctive skill of those animals.

But those second causes are themselves effects of a higher cause.

The bee makes the honey ; but who made the bee ? And if it

should be said, the bee comes from the parent bee ; then who made
the parent bee ? And who made the first bee ? And if any

should choose to say, that the first bee resulted from the inherent

powers or energies of unorganized matter ; then, I would ask, who
gave matter such wonderful powers ? And if any one should go

further and say, that those powers are not to be traced to any



DIVINE EXISTENCE. 209

cause, but eternally belong to naatter, as its essential properties ; I

could see no other way, than that a man pretending to hold such

an insane opinion, should be left to cure himself by his own reflec-

tions, or to remaui as he is.

I only add, that men of enlarged and well regulated minds will

always receive it as a most welcome fact, that the doctrine of the

divine existence is made evident to their minds by different kinds of

reasoning ; and although they will naturally attach the highest im-

portance to some one argument, they will aim to derive as much
benefit as they can from every other.

18*



LECTURE XVI.

THE LANGUAGE RESPECTING THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES EXPLAINED.

My object in this Lecture is, to analyze the opinions commonly

entertained and to explain the language commonly employed

respecting the divine attributes.

We are accustomed to think and speak of God as possessing a

variety of attributes, such as wisdom, goodness, justice, mercy.

These attributes, though on a partial examination they may appear

not only distinct but contradictory, are in truth entirely harmoni-

ous, and together constitute a most perfect and glorious character.

This manner of speaking of the Supreme Being is evidently

derived from the language in common use respecting the mind of

man. Indeed all our particular conceptions of God may be found

to take their rise from the conceptions which we form of created

intelligencies. These lower conceptions may at least be the occa-

sion of our rising to those higher conceptions which relate to the

Supreme Being. It is of course to be understood, that there is,

in some important respects, an analogy between us as rational,

moral beings, and the God who made us ; an analogy plainly

implied in those passages of Scripture which teach, that God cre-

ated man in his own image and likeness— the likeness being

unquestionably intellectual, as well as moral.

It would seem then to be our first business, to analyze our con-

ceptions and our language respecting the powers and faculties of

the human mind. I shaU accordingly set forth, as briefly and sat-

isfactorily as I can, the trains of thought and the conclusions,

which I regard as appropriately belonging to the subject.

The human mind is an agent. I call it thus because I am con-
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scious that my own mind acts ; and because I see many tokens

and effects of the action of mind in others. The mind is an intel-

ligent agent. I give it this character, because it acts understand-

ingly, or under the influence of thought ; in distinction from other

things which are actuated by physical power. The mind is a

simple, spiritual agent. I denominate it thus, because every

thing I know of it leads me to conclude, that it is not a material

substance, compounded of different ingredients, or separable parts,

and is not the subject of the properties of matter. I call the mind

a single agent, or one agent, because I am conscious of my own

permanent identity, and do of necessity, according to an original

law of my nature, attribute all my actions, designs, thoughts, and

affections to the same person, myself.

But though the mind is one spiritual agent, we speak of it as

having various powers and faculties, such as understanding, mem-

ory, will ; and various properties, such as wisdom, justice, pru-

dence. What is meant by this representation ? Certainly not,

that the mind is literally compounded of various parts or mgredi-

ents. The language which points out the different faculties of the

mind is "manifestly derived from different classes of mental opera-

tions. For the purposes of reasoning and improvement, it is found

necessary to classify the operations of the mind, just as it is

necessary to classify the phenomena of the physical world. As

in the science of physics, we give general names to particular

classes of physical phenomena; so in mental philosophy, we give

general names to the different classes of mental phenomena ; and

then we give names to the mind in reference to those different

classes. Action implies an agent, or a being possessed of active

power ; and every particular class of mental actions implies a

correspondent power in the agent. And this is nothing more,

than considering the actions of a being as properly belonging to

himself,— as the exercises of his own power. The power or fac-

ulty, which is supposed in every class of mental actions, we

denominate from the nature, the object, or the relations of that

particular class.

" Does not every man know," says Buffier, " that it is the same
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soul which produces various operations ? And according as we

find more or less difference in those operations, do we not suppose

a greater or less number of different faculties whence thej pro-

ceed ?— although these different faculties are but one and the

same substance, which is the soul." "All that we call different

faculties of the soul, strictly speaking," says another writer,

" mean nothing else but the different acts and operations of one

and the same rational principle ; which has different names, accord-

ing to the objects upon which it acts, and the manner of its

acting,"

A few examples will make this process in fixing the powers and

faculties of the mind sufficiently plain.

The mind thinks. Considering it simply in this light, we say it

has iyitelligence, or the power of thinking. Again, the mind con-

templates various truths. With reference to this, we say the mind

has a speculative or intellectual faculty. But besides the bare

contemplation of things, which we refer to intellect, the mind has

emotion or feeling towards various objects of contemplation, and

acts in the way of loving, hating, desiring, willing, choosing. Ex-

ercises hke these we call by the general name of affection and vo-

lition, and we refer them to the mind as possessing the faculty of

loving, desiring, and wilhng. In correspondence with this gen-

eral classification of mental operations, we say the mind has the

faculties of understanding, affection and volition. •

On the same principle we make subdivisions of our mental actions

and faculties. I shall specify only two or three. The mind recalls

what is past. This we call recollection ; and we ascribe it to the

mind as having the faculty of memory.

Another operation of the mind is comparing its own actions

with the moral law, approving or disapproving them, and referring

them and itself to the tribunal of a Supreme Judge. With refer-

ence to this kind of exercise, we say the mind has the power or

faculty of conscience. In hke manner, pity or compassion is spo-

ken of as a particular kind of mental operation. AU we know of

the mind directly, is its action. Our conceptions and propositions

respecting the nature, the attributes or faculties of the mind, are

by way of inference or implication.



EXPLAINED. 213

The same general principle must regulate us in analyzing the

language commonlj employed respecting the divine attributes. In

the first place, we must guard, with sacred care, against imagin-

ing, that the divine mind is made up of different parts or ingre-

dients ; and must conceive of God, as a single being, one pure

and perfect Spirit. Next we must bear in mind that " the invisible

things of God are clearly seen from the creation of the world, be-

ing understood by the things which are made."

God performs a great variety of works. But what would be

the consequence, if these divine works, though observed by us,

should remain unclassified ? Plainly the same in theology, as

would take place in natural philosophy, if the proper objects of

that science should remain without classification ; that is, our

knowledge would be confined to single things, or unconnected

facts. In that case, we could have no general terms, and of course

no instruments of reasoning and science. Every individual object

and every individual appearance and event must have an appro-

priate name. Thus encumbered, human intercourse would be ex-

ceeduigly difficult and imperfect, and human knowledge compara-

tively stationary. The same inconvenience would be felt in reli-

gion, if the works and manifestations of God should remain without

classification.

In forming a proper classification of the works of God, and

thence deducing his attributes, we proceed in the following man-

ner. We first observe several divine works, which, in some im-

portant respects, resemble each other ; and then, with reference

to that point of resemblance, we give them a common name. This

name becomes the sign of all those works, and is used to denote

them.

Again : We observe certain works of God, or certain views of

those works, which have no necessary connection with moral char-

acter,— which, as now considered, do not bring God into view as

an object of love or complacency. They are, we say, operations

of mere power or intelligence ; and considered by themselves,

they might be performed by a being possessed of sufficient strength

and understanding, whether he were good or bad. Take the ere-
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ation of the world ; the- motion of the heavenly bodies ; thunder,

lightning, and earthquakes. Leave out, as you may, all consider-

ation of the end to be answered by these works. They are, m
fact, intended for good— they are designed and adapted to an-

swer desirable ends. Still there is no necessity that you should

always consider them in that light. You may view them in their

first and most obvious appearances, abstracted from their ultimate

design. You may take them into view by themselves, having

nothing to do with the inquiry, whether they are intended to ac-

comphsh a good or bad purpose. These divine works, regarded

in such a light, are easily distinguished from those which directly

display and which are considered as displaying moral character,

and may very conveniently be marked by an appropriate name.

They may be called natural or physical operations. With refer-

ence to such operations, or with reference to the operations of

God considered merely in this light, God is said to have natural

^perfections, particularly power and knowledge. These, you will

bear in mind, are called natural perfections, because a display of

them, simply considered, does not necessarily bring moral charac-

ter into view, or because we may contemplate them separately from

the consideration of moral character.

But we observe certain works of God, which exhibit him to us

as an object of complacency. These works are either such in

themselves, or evidently designed for such an end, that we are

led, by the constitution of our nature, to ascribe them to a good

being, that is, to consider the author of them as benevolent. The

operations of God, which are of such a description, we denominate

moral operations ; and with a vieAV to them, we consider God as

possessing moral j^erfection.

What moral perfection is in God, we determine in substantially

the same manner, as we determine the moral qualities of men.

Human actions and character are contemplated with reference to

the moral law, as the standard. If they are capable of being

compared with this, and of being considered as conformed or not

conformed to it, they are said to have a moral nature. If not

capable of this, they are not of a moral nature. It is indeed
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true, that neither the acts nor the character of God can, properly

speaking, be considered as under law. Still that which we call

moral excellence in God, is the character which he exhibits as the

Author of the law, though not as its subject. There is, more-

over, a real likeness between the moral excellence of man, con-

sisting in obedience to the law, and the moral excellence of God,

displayed in giving and executing the law ; a likeness in kind,

though not in degree.

With respect to this distinction between natural and moral per-

fection, which is of extensive use in theological discourse, there is

a question which I shall touch upon in this place, not so much for

the sake of answering it, as of giving a farther illustration of the

advantages of this kind of analysis. The question is not, whether

any being really exists, who possesses infinite power and knowledge

without goodness. For we know that there is only one almighty

and omniscient Being ; and that his word and his works prove him

to be good. Nor is it the question, whether there ever has been

any operation and manifestation of natural perfection in God, with-

out a manifestation, at the same time, and in the same act, of

moral perfection. But the question is, whether the moral perfec-

tions of God can, hy a logical process, be deduced from his natural

perfections. It relates merely to our manner of reasoning. Sup-

pose, without knowing that God possesses moral perfection, you

knew merely that he is omniscient and omnipotent. Could you

from this certainly conclude that he is good? You could not

derive this conclusion from the fact, that knowledge and power, in

all other instances, have been united Avith moral excellence. For

the world every where affords the most palpable instances of beings

possessed of intelligence and power, who are destitute of moral

virtue. We see then that there is no necessary connection

between moral virtue, and such a degree of knowledge and power

as exists in man. And if goodness has no necessary connection

with knowledge and power existing in a lower degree ; how could

we, independently of all other evidence, prove its necessary con-

nection with knowledge and power existing in a higher degree ?

Do we find, that virtue among our fellow men has a more neces-
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sary or certain connection with a higher degree of intelHgence

and power, than with a lower ? Do men, who have been destitute

of goodness, always become good, or make any approach towards

goodness, by the increase of their knowledge and power ? And

does it appear, that beings possessed of higher intelligence and

power, have been less accessible to sin, than those of a lower

order? If not, then what reason have we to think that an

increase of knowledge and power to a higher degree, than any

•which is found in creatures, would of itself have any certain influ-

ence to change a sinful temper ? It may be said, that if a being

has infinite intelligence and power, he must be out of the reach of

all motives to do wrong, and every thing must operate as a motive

to the exercise of goodness. Granted, if that being has a benevo-

lent heart ; but not otherwise. It may be said, that such a being

must know the best scheme, and be able to execute it ; and that

he must therefore choose that scheme as most gratifying to his

feelings. I grant that he must do so, if he is benevolent. The

conclusion rests entirelj'- upon the assumption, that he is benevo-

lent. It takes for granted the point in question. For unless you

admit that this omniscient and omnipotent being is benevolent, the

good of others would not gratify his feehngs, and he would not be

disposed to choose a scheme suited to secure that good. If he

is malevolent, he will be gratified with 'the misery of others, and

will use his knowledge and power to promote it. In that case,

the possession of such knowledge and power, as would raise

him above the possibility of injury from others, would only enable

him to gratify his malevolent feelings, by doing more hurt. If

destitute of benevolence, no motives which could come before his

mind, Avould have any power to excite him to do good.

After all, then, the real question is a question oi fact. Have

we clear evidence, that moral excellence is inseparably joined with

God's natural attributes ? The answer is obvious. The works of

God furnish constant and overwhelming evidence that he is benev-

olent. Those very works which display his intelligence and power,

do invariably, considered in their connection and design, display

his goodness also.
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But besides knowledge and power, there are other perfections,

for example, eternity, and immutability, which we call natural

;

because the simple fact of God's possessing them does not, bj

itself, determine his moral character. You will remember that I

am speaking merely of the method of our reasoning— the fact

being perfectly clear, that the divine eternity r».nd immutability are

the eternity and immutability of infinite goodness, as well as of

infinite power and knowledge. We are so happy as to know for a

certainty, that all the natural perfections of God are inseparably

united with infinite moral excellence, and, together with that, con-

stitute a character supremely glorious.

In contemplating the particular moral attributes of God, we find

that love, or benevolence^ is the most prominent, and that there is

the utmost propriety in the inspired declaration, that " God is

love." The works of God in creation and providence, and the

measures of his moral government, all tend to good— all are

either directly or indirectly productive of happiness. And when

we see good produced, or a designed tendency to good, we ascribe

it to goodness or benevolence in the Author.

It is a question which deserves consideration, whether benevo-

lence is to be regarded as a general attribute of God, comprisuig

or pervading justice, mercy, truth, and other moral perfections—
they all being only instances of benevolence. I have introduced

the question chiefly for the sake of shomng that the method above

suggested, of analyzing the subject, may afibrd an easy solution.

Just glance at it then, as it respects divine justice. Is the justice

of God in punishing sinners an exercise of real benevolence ?

Does benevolence, taken in the large sense, lead to it ? Look

now at those divine acts from which we get our notions of justice.

Are those acts beneficial in their tendency ? Is their influence

salutary ? I ask not whether it is in all cases salutary to the par-

ticular persons who are punished. But is it salutary to the king-

dom of God ? Does it, on the whole, tend to good ? If it really

tends to good, it is so far attributable to benevolence. Now, it

cannot be doubted, that every act of justice does tend to promote

the order and happiness of the universe, and, in that sense, is

VOL. I. 19



218 DIVINE ATTRIBUTES

clearly an act of benevolence. Magee asserts, I think mcaa-

tiouslj, " that the principle of pure benevolence, if followed up,

must exclude punishment in all cases whatever, the very notion of

punishment being incompatible with pure benevolence." I shall

not inquire now what this excellent author intends by pure benev-

olence ; for he may perhaps mean to suggest the idea of a benev-

olence which is exclusive of justice. But, if the execution of a

just pimishment upon transgressors tends to the welfare of the

universe, Avhy does not God exercise his benevolence in this way,

as really as in any other way of doing good ? To prove that di-

vine justice is, in its nature, not only distinct from benevolence,

but exclusive of it, you must point out some instance, in which the

exercise of justice does not conduce to the general good. For if

all the acts of divdne justice are conducive to the general good,

then justice harmonizes with benevolence, and benevolence with

justice. It is at least clear, that justice is an attribute which be-

longs to an infinitely benevolent God.

Our specific notions of di\ane justice are obtained in the follow-

ing manner. We observe certain acts of the divine government,

which respect the character and conduct of those who are the

subjects of the divine law. Men are rewarded or punished ac-

cording to their deeds. Such a procedure, which we denominate

just, we ascribe to a disposition in the mind of God, which we de-

nominate justice. Thus we make a particular class of divine acts,

and designate them, and the character of God with reference to

them, by the name of justice.

The same as to mercy or compassion. We observe certain acts

of God, which tend to relieve and comfort persons in a suffering

condition. Such acts are ascribed to a disposition in the divine

mind, which, from an affection of our own mind leading to similar

acts, we denominate mercy, pity, compassion.

The grace of God. Divine favor is granted to the ill-deserving

— to those whom justice might visit with punishment. Favor,

thus undeserved, we call grace, and ascribe it to an attribute of

God, to which we give the same name.

In many cases the words mercy and grace are used interchange-
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ably ; and for the obvious reason, that all men are regarded as

both ill-deservmg and miserable, and so are the objects of both

ffraee and mercy.

Holiness of God. This seems to express moral excelleuce in

general. All the conduct of God is right
;
perfectly suited to the

relations he bears towards his creatures. He is himself perfectly

free from moral evil, and perfectly opposed to it in others. And

he is not merely free from moral evil, but possessed of the contrary

to an infinite degree. He is therefore called holy.

The wisdom of God. We observe that the acts of God ui cre-

ation and all the measures of his govenmaent, are designed and

adapted to accomphsh good and important ends. With reference

to this characteristic of the conduct of God, we say he possesses

infinite wisdom. Accordingly wisdom, with reference to God and

other holy beings, is generally understood to imply both intelli-

gence and goodness.

Sovereignty of God. The acts of God result from his own infi-

nite wisdom, and not unfrequently in opposition to the wisdom of

his creatures— they are conformed to his own will, not to their

will. There are many cases, where we are unable to understand

the particular reasons of his conduct, and where our will would

dictate a different course from his. With reference to this cir-

cumstance, we ascribe to God a righteous sovereignty.

I have now given sufficient examples of the manner, in which

the common language and conceptions of men relative to the di-

\me attributes may be explained. Whenever they speak inteUi-

gibly of difierent attributes of God, they refer to different classes

of his operations, and to their different characters and relations.

And this is evidently conformed to the manner of the sacred wri-

ters, who, in numberless instances, speak of the acts of God in

creation and providence, as poiverfal, holy, just and good, and

trace them to correspondent perfections in liim.

If then, at any time, we find obscurity or perplexity in our

views of the divine attributes, or in the language commonly used

respecting them, it is best to resort directly to the divine acts.

We shall obtain clear conceptions of the attributes of God, so far
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as we have clear conceptions of the manner, circumstances, and

relations of his works. And in this way, we may not only enlarge

but qualify our views of the divine perfections. We observe that

God bestows upon mankind, sinful as they are, numberless bles-

sings ; tlius manifesting his benevolence and compassion. Has he

then, we may ask, mere benevolence and compassion, exclusively

•of other moral attributes, particularly the attribute of justice ?

To determine this we look further, and observe terrible punish-

ments inflicted upon the wicked in the present world, and more

terrible threatened in the world to come ; and we are taught by

our own moral sense, and by the Scriptures, to consider these

punishments as just, and to ascribe them to an attribute of God

which we call justice. Or, we may first notice acts of divine jus-

tice, and proceed from these to acts of divine goodness and mer-

cy. In the same way we proceed to other operations of God,

which enable us still further to enlarge and qualify our concep-

tions of his character. And if our intellectual and moral faculties

are properly awakened, and employed with becoming diligence on

the subject, we may become more and more acquainted with the

whole range of the divine perfections ; and we may always be sure

that our apprehensions are right, so far as we look with a humble,

docile spirit, to the conduct of God,- as set before us in his word

and providence, and conform our views of his character to the ac-

tual manifestations which he makes of it in his dispensations.

In this way we may, from time to time, determine how far

we have obtained a real knowledge of the moral character of God,

and may be furnished with a proper and convenient test of the

correctness of the opinions, which we or others entertain on this

subject. The only safe principle is, that our opinions and expres-

sions relative to the attributes of God, should be modified and reg-

ulated by what we know, from Scripture and observation, of his

works and dispensations. As the most pernicious errors in reli-

gion arise from wrong views of the divine perfections ; such a ref-

erence to the divine proceedings, as I have noAV suggested, would

be of vast consequence in exposing and confuting those errors.

It is indeed true, that this method of analysis, in some in-
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stances, becomes difficult, because the divine operations are very

complex, and it is hard to classify them. But it is equally so in

philosophy. This evinces no defect in the principle. It only shows

the imperfection of our knowledge.

Let mc add one more remark, namely, that various and even all

divine attributes may be exhibited in one and the same operation.

Take a single example, the conversion of a sinner. There is in this

a display of di\me power ; because an effect is produced which is

great and important, and above the ability of men or angels. There

is a display of divine knowledge ; because the event is of such a

nature, that the Author of it must know the heart and all the cir-

cumstances of the sinner. There is divine wisdom ; because the

event is not only good in itself, but is designed and adapted to pro-

mote the most desirable ends. There is benevolence ; because the

event secures happiness to the converted sinner, and to the kingdom

of God. There is justice too ; because the event takes place pure-

ly on the ground of the atonement of Christ, by which the justice

of God was displayed and the penalty of the law answered. There

is mercy ; because the object of divine favor is miserable ; and

there is grace ; because the object is ill-deserving. There is divine

JwUness ; because the event shows God to be " of purer eyes than

to behold iniquity," and to be an immutable friend of holiness. And

there is sovereignty ; because the conversion of this sinner, rather

than another, is the dictate of the will of God, not the will of

creatures ; and the particular reasons of it lie beyond our ken.

Many instances might be adduced, in which various divine per-

fections are clearly manifested in the same event ; in other words,

in which the same event exhibits those various circumstances, relar

tions and aspects of the divine operations, from which we derive

our notions of various divine attributes. And if, with a pure mind,

we could perfectly know all the relations, circumstances and ten-

dencies of things, we should undoubtedly see that every operation

of God really exhibits all his perfections ; so that constantly, in all

his works, both in the natural and moral world, we should behold

and admire the whole assemblage of excellencies which constitute

his glorious character.

19'



LECTURE XVII.

man's unlikeness to god.

In tlie preceding Lecture it was suggested, that there is an ob-

vious similitude between our intellectual and moral nature, and the

nature of God ; and the discussion was conducted on the principle

that such a similitude exists. The Scripture representation evi-

dently implies this. And our own experience will satisfy us, that

OTir conceptions of the attributes of God, imply a consciousness

that we possess attributes of a similar kind. Without the conscious

exercise of such attributes, how could we form an idea of them in

any other being ? How could we, for example, have a conception

of knowledge and benevolence in God, unless we had some degree

of knowledge and some feeling of benevolence in our own minds ?

But this hkeness of the human mind to the divine has its limits.

As there is a similitude between us and God, there is also a dis-

similitude. Accordingly while the Scriptures teach, that man was

made in the image or likeness of God, they also teach that no one

in heaven or earth can be likened to him. The truth is that, in

some respects, man is like God, but, in other respects, exceedingly

unlike him. Our unlikeness to God, which is our present subject,

appears chiefly in regard to the mode of his existence, the nature

and extent of his attributes, and the manner in which his attributes

are manifested in his works.

1. We are unlike God as to the mode of his existence.

Created beings really exist. Creation is not an illusion— an

appearance without a reality. The things which are made have a

real, substantial and permanent existence. But as to the mode and

circumstances of their existence, they are exceedingly different
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from their Creator. Their existence is derived and dependent.

They are, because God has caused them to be. It is true also,

that they have existed only for a time. Before that, they had no

being. They were nothing. In the work of their own creation

they had no concern but to be created. And as they were depend-

ent for the commencement of their existence, so they are for its

continuance. They could no more exist now without God, than

they could have come into being without him. If he should with-

hold liis agency and no longer cause them to continue in being, they

would cease to be. They will exist forever, because God will for-

ever uphold them in being.

This state of dependence belongs alike to all created beings.

The highest are as far from possessing an independent existence,

as the lowest ; the most powerful, as the feeblest ; the archangel,

as the mfant. Nor do creatures grow less dependent, or make

any approaches towards independence, by their long continuance

in being. After they have existed thousands and milhons of

years, they will hang upon the power of God as much as they do

in this childhood of their being.

In all these respects, God's mode of existence is widely differ-

ent from ours. He exists in and of himself. It was not owing to

any cause whatever, that he eternally existed. He was not the

cause of himself, though he was of all other things. And as there

was nothing which caused his existence at the beginning, so there

is no cause of his continuing to be. His existence is, in all

respects, without a cause. We can account for the existence of

other beings, by referring to God as the' cause that produced them.

But if you ask, what was the cause of God's existence ? I an-

swer, it had no cause. This perfect, absolute mode of existence

belongs to one Being only. It is so superior to our mode of being,

that there is no language which can adequately describe it. All

thai: God has done to represent it to us, is to say, I am that I AM.

It is also true, that the poiuers and faculties which belong to us

are entirely dependent. We should have no reason, no memory,

no power of thought or feeling, if God should cease to uphold

these faculties of our minds. And so it will be with us forever.
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But the attributes of God are perfectly independent. If you ask,

how we can account for it that God is wise, and powerful and good,

instead of being ignorant, and weak and wicked ; I answer, we

cannot account for it. To account for anything is to trace it to

an adequate cause. But God's being wise, and powerful and

good does not depend on any cause.

Again ; it inseparably belongs to created beings, that they exist

in time. Their whole being, however long continued, may be

measured by time. We began to live at such a time, and we have

lived so many years. These years measure our existence.— How

old art thou ? Your answer will show the length of time since

you began to be. Our existence after death may be measured by

time, as really as before. It is said indeed, that we shall go into

etermty. The meaning is, that we shall go into a state that will

be eternal, or endless. But that endless state of being will always

be measured by time. Adam, we suppose, is nearly six thousand

years old ; that is, it is nearly six thousand years since his crea-

tion. By and by we shall be as old as Adam now is. But this

will be mere childhood, compared with what will follow. After a

while we shall look back to the time of our birth, and shall speak

of being ten thousand years or ten miUions of years old, as famil-

iarly as we now speak of being twenty, or forty, or seventy years

old. Such is our mode of being.

But how is it with God ? When did he begin to exist ? Never.

His existence has no such relation to time, as our existence has.

It cannot be measured by time. You cannot say, God was ten

thousand years, or ten milhons of years old, when he created the

world. This would make him hke a created being, and would

plunge us into the absurdity of holding, that before the period

mentioned, he did not exist ; in other words, that there was a

time Avhen there was no God ; from which it would certainly fol-

low, that there never would be a God. God inhabits eternity,

not time. Time is not attributable to him. We cannot say, God

is older now than he was at the creation. The time which has

passed away since the creation, relates to the things which are

made, not to him that made them. And all the years which will
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pass away in future time, and which will continually increase our

age, will not increase God's age. What we call age does not

belong to God. Our minds are so constituted, and we are so

accustomed to measure created existence by time, that we find it

impossible to form any clear and adequate idea of this pecuUar

mode of God's existence. We know that his being is not meas-

ured by time, as ours is. Here we stop. Or if we try to go far-

ther, and to think out what this peculiar, this absolute mode of

being is, we soon discover the littleness and weakness of our

mmds, and our attempts end, or ought to end, in profound aston-

ishment and wonder ; and we exclaim, " who in the heavens can

be compared to the Lord ? " " Who can find out the Almighty to

perfection ?
"

But there is still another point of unlikeness. We learn from the

Scriptures, that God exists as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit ; that

each of these is a partaker of the divine nature, and possesses all

divine perfections ; that the Father is God, the Son God, and the

Holy Spirit God ;
— not three Gods, but one God. The sacred

writers also teach, that all personal properties, relations and acts

belong to each of these three. They speak of each as a person

— of one as really as the other. There is as much evidence from

the Bible that the Son of God is a person, as that the Father is a

person. And there is the same kind of evidence* that the Holy

Spirit is a person. And if those who spake as they were moved

by the Holy Ghost, represented these three as persons ; it is pro-

per for us so to conceive of them, and so to speak of them. And yet

there is nothing revealed more plainly and decidedly, than that

there is only one God. Thus following the guidance of the Scrip-

tures, we beheve and maintain the doctrine of the Trinity, which

means three in one— three persons in one God. And the sacred

writers interweave this peculiarity in the mode of the divine exist-

ence, with the whole work of redemption, and with the work of

creation and providence also, the Son of God being associated with

the Father in creating, preserving and governing the world, as well

as in redeeming it.

But what is there in man or angel, that resembles this peculiar-
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itj in the mode of the divine existence ? It is often the case, that

three or more human persons are united together in a society, and

in the accomphshment of some object. The union is sometimes

very intimate and close. The persons thus united have a common

interest, and are joined together in a common affection ; so that, in

a hmited sense, they may be said to be one— one in affection, in

object, and in interest. In this sense Christians ought to be one
;

and their union should in this way resemble the union between the

Father and the Son. But then the followers of Christ, though

united in this manner, are distinct beings, as well as distinct per-

sons. They have a moral likeness to one another, but not one and

the same individual nature. The nature of each belongs strictly

and truly to him only, not to the other. Paul's intelligent nature

was not Peter's, or John's, any more than his body. Peter had

an intelligent nature of his own entirely distinct from that of Paul

and John. They were three persons, three men, three intelligent

beings, each having his own distinct and separate existence, his own

body, his own mind, his own heart, his own agency. They were as

much three distinct men, three distinct individual beings, as though

no union of affection or interest had existed between them. Here

then the resemblance entirely fails. The three persons in the God-

head are not three distinct beings,— they are not three Gods.

Jehovah is one God, not three Gods. The Father, Son and Holy

Spirit are not only united in affection and interest and action, but

are partakers of the same individual divine nature. The divine

nature of the Father is, strictly, the divine nature of the Son, and

of the Holy Ghost. The divine perfection of the Son is identically

one and the same with the divine perfection of the Father. The

same individual perfection is the perfection of the three. They

have not three similar natures— three Godheads which are alike.

But the Godhead of the three is one and the same Godhead. So that

it becomes perfectly evident, that there is no created being in heaven

or earth that can, in this respect, be likened unto God. And every

attempt to find out something among men, that has a strict analogy

to the divine Trinity, must end in disappointment and confusion.

Those who go upon the principle that there must be some analogy,



man's unlikeness to god. 227

and that no Trinity in the Godhead can be admitted which is a de-

parture from all analogy, or is entirely different from anything

found among created beings, will certainly err from the truth. For

nothing is more obvious, than that the doctrine of Father, Son and

Holy Spirit, as set forth in the Scriptures, is as distant from all an-

alogies found among creatures, as the east is from the west.

Now if it is reasonable to reject the Scripture doctrine of the

Trinity, because there is nothing like it among created beings ; it

is just as reasonable to reject the doctrine of God's existing without

a cause, and without a beginning. For you have the same reason

to disbelieve God's uncaused and eternal existence, as to disbelieve

the teachings of the Bible respecting the Father, Son and Holy

Spirit. God's uncaused, eternal existence is as distant from all

analogy— as unlike to anything of which you are conscious in

yourselves, or which can be found among created beings, as his ex-

isting in three distinct persons. And who that has confidence in

the teachings of his word can doubt, that his existing as a Trinity

does as truly belong to the absolute inrfection of his nature, as his

existing without a beginning and without a cause ?

Let me add, that as there is a striking peculiarity in the mode

of God's existence in the respects above mentioned, it is natural to

expect that he will exhibit other peculiarities. It is not my pre-

sent object to prove the doctrine of the Trinity, but taking it just

as it stands in the word of God, to show that a mode of existence

so singular, so incapable of explanation, and so confounding to the

littleness and imbecility of our minds, is nothing incredible. Pe-

culiarities, mysteries, attributes, which distance all analogies and

baffle all attempts at explanation, and Avhich infinitely surpass the

power of the human intellect, are certainly to be looked for in regard

to that glorious Being, whose name is Jehovah. And if he should

be pleased to make known other peculiarities of his nature, as

mysterious and incomprehensible as those which we have already

noticed, we ought implicitly to believe them ; and in thus impli-

citly believing whatever the eternal God is pleased to reveal to us,

we do what is most befitting rational beings. For there can be

no more suitable exercise of reason than to believe, without hesi-
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tation, and with implicit confidence, whatever God shall declare.

It becomes us, as rational beings, to say from the heart, " Speak,

Lord, for thy servant heareth." All the incomprehensible doc-

trines taught in the word of God should find a ready reception in

our waiting minds. And as our knowledge of God increases, we

expect to discover new mysteries in his character, and to find the

incomprehensible doctrines already taught us, still more evidently

incomprehensible. And is it not clear, that contemplating and

receiving doctrines so high, so profound, so transcendent, will pro-

duce a humbling sense of our ignorance and littleness, and will, at

the same time, beget such sentiments of devout reverence and

astonishment, as will enlarge and ennoble our minds, and fit us for

the sublimer worship of the world above,— whore we shall see

more and more clearly, through endless ages, what reason we

have to exclaim, who in heaven or earth can be compared to the

eternal God ?

I proceed now, in the second place, to illustrate our unlike-

ness to God in regard to the nature and extent of his attributes.

Turn your thoughts then to the power of God. According to

the Scriptures, he doeth whatsoever he pleaseth. He is able to

accomplish whatever his infinite understanding conceives, and his

infinite benevolence desires. See what the omnipotence of God

has accomplished, and does accomplish continually. Think of the

power to create— the power to cause a real existence, which

before Avas not. Once there was no sun, no moon, no planets or

stars, no created being. God was, and God only. Consider now

the power which brought the vast universe into being,— which

gave permanent existence to the bodies around us, to worlds so

numerous, so vast, so distant from us and from one another— to a

universe, in comparison with which this world of ours is but a drop

to the ocean. Think too of the power necessary to uphold the

sun, planets and stars— the millions of systems spread through

boundless space ! What is the power of man compared with the

power of the Creator and Preserver of this amazing universe ?

Who has an arm like God ? No words can express the distance

between the power which belongs to us, and the omnipotence of
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God. If I should say, it is <as a particle of dust to ten thousand

worlds ; I should still fail of setting forth the disparity.

But the power which we possess is exceedingly unlike to God's,

not only in degree, but in its nature and circumstances. Our

power is constantly and entirely dependent on the will of God.

We cannot move, or speak, or think, without God's constant

agency. We have but little power— so little in comparison with

God's power, that it is not worthy to be mentioned. And even

this little power of ours is every moment dependent on God's

pleasure. But the power of God depends not on any other being.

It is absolutely his ow'n.

Again ; God, in the exercise of his power, acts without anything

like human effort or labor. To him there is nothing difficult, noth-

ing hard to be done. He accomplishes the greatest work as easily

as the least. Had he pleased, he could have begun and finished

the work of creation in an instant. He could have brought the

vast universe into being so suddenly, that there would have been

no interval of time between the commencement and the completion

of the Avork— not a moment between the existence of millions of

"worlds, and of the nothing which preceded. Compared with this,

•what is the power of man, who is obliged to labor so hard to do his

little task !— In the exercise of our power, we soon grow weary.

The beginning of labor may be pleasant, but after a little time it

becomes tiresome. If we put forth great efforts, if we task our

powers to the utmost, w^e are soon exhausted, and require rest.

How different is it with the almighty, who sustains and moves ten

thousand worlds, and does it continually, and will do it forever,

without fatigue or need of rest ! It requires a wonderful exercise

of power for God to do what he does in this world of ours,— to

cause the daily and the annual motions of the earth, to direct the sea-

sons, to produce thunder and lightning, tempests and earthquakes,

and to sustain and govern so many millions of minds— to do all

this day and night, through the year, and from year to year, and

from century to century, without a moment's intermission. But he

continually performs a work ten thousand times as great, as what

he does in this world. And though it makes us faint and weary

VOL. I. 20
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even to tliink of such mighty and incessant action
;
yet God

" fainteth not, neither is weary."

There is one thing more to be noticed. We have power to act

in only one place at the same time. But God has power to act at

the same time in all pai'ts of this world, and in other worlds with-

out number— worlds which are so far from us and from each oth-

er, that no number can express and no finite mind conceive the

distances. Differeyit men have power to act in different places,

one here and another there, at the same time. But it is not one

God who exerts his power in this place, and another in that place,

— one God in this world, another m the sun, another in each of

the planets, another m each of the stars. It is one and the same

God, who at the same time puts forth his power here, and there,

and everywhere through the immeasurable creation.

This unlikeness of man to God appears also in respect to

knowledge.

The intelligence with which we are endued is always very lim-

ited, and at the beginning of our hfe is scarcely discernible. And

though we may grow in knowledge forever, the objects of knowl-

edge are such in their nature and extent, that they will always be

immeasurably above us and beyond us, so that it will always be

true, that " we are of yesterday and know nothing." But the

knowledge of God is without limits, and is incapable of being

enlarged. It was as extensive and as perfect from eternity, as it

is now. God does not investigate subjects, and pursue processes

of reasoning to discover truth, as we do. God never learns any-

thing ; because there is nothing which he does not already per-

fectly know. All that has taken place since the creation, all the

operations which have been going on, all the disclosures which

have been made in the vast and complicated system of the uni-

verse, consisting of parts so numerous, so multiform, and so distant,

have added nothing to the knowledge of God— have not given

him one new conception. And all that will take place hereafter

— the revolutions in our world, the life and death of all the mill-

ions of human beings in future ages, the final conflagration, the

resurrection of the dead, the proceedings of the great day, the
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whole future liistory of heaven, and of hell, and of all worlds—
which will communicate an inconceivable amount of knowledge to

the minds of created beings— knowledge of things entirely new,

and clearer knowledge of what they began to know before— all

this will communicate no new knowledge, and no additional clear-

ness of knowledge, to the mind of God— no, not a single thought

or conception which he had not from eternity. Where each one

of us shall stand at the judgment day— where we and our friends

and all our fellow men shall be, and what we shall be, ten thousand

years after the judgment day, is as perfectly known to God now,

as it will be then. Many self-deceived sinners will doubtless be

gi'catly surprised to find what their condition is in the world to

come. And probably many humble, doubting Christians will be

surprised to find m what a blessed condition they are beyond the

grave. But none of these events will be new w surprising to

God. All those things, which are dark and mysterious to us, are

perfectly plain and clear to the divine mind. Our eye cannot see

through the clouds and darkness often spread over us and around

us. But God is light, and in him is no darkness at all. We can-

not know any one thing half so perfectly, as God knows all things.

Our minds are such, that we can properly attend to but one

thing at a time. And to do what is necessary in regard to the

variety of objects from time to time presented before us, we are

obliged to dismiss one subject and one set of thoughts, to make

room for others. As our minds are so small, and can contain so

little at once, there is a necessity for a constant change. We are

obliged to do at different times, what a mind, freed from this nar-

rowness, might do at the same time. Our knowledge, though it

may be considerable in the final amount, is all cut up into parts.

And we are in the actual possession and exercise of only a little

part at any one time. We think of one thing now, and of another

afterwards. Thus we attempt to make up, by change of mental

action, the deficiences which arise from the smallness of our

capacities. In all these respects how unlike are we to God ! He
thinks of all things, and knows all thmgs, at the same time, and at

all times. He never dismisses one subject or one thought to make
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room for others. No idea ever passes out of his mind, none ever

comes into it. Not that his mind is unemployed and quiescent, as

pagan philosophy sometimes represents. The mind of God is

always active, and active in a manner and degree infinitely above

any created mind. Mental action in us, being the consequence of

our limited faculties, must always be marked with imperfection.

But God thinks and knows in a manner correspondent with his

absolute perfection. We are conscious of a degree of activity in

our minds, when we contemplate a single object, and have a few

clear, distinct thoughts. How infinitely superior is intellectual

action in the nund of God, who sees all things past, present, and

future at once. In him there is one act of boundless intelligence

— one all comprehensive, infinite, unchangeable thought— un-

changeable not from its inactivity, but from its unlimited perfec-

tion,— the act of the divine intelligence being in proportion to the

boundlessness of the divine mind, and the boundlessness of the

objects of knowledge.

I shall mention only one more point of dissimilitude between our

knowledge and the knowledge of God. Although we know our

own thoughts and feelings dii-ectly, by an inv/ard consciousness

;

we have no faculty which enables us to look immediately and

directly into the minds of our fellow creatures ;
— or even to know

that they have minds, except by means of external signs. Here

we find one of the prerogatives of God. " I am he that search-

eth the hearts and trieth the reins of the children of men." God

has an eye that looks into our hearts directly. All the chambers

of our minds are open to his view. There is no deep, dark recess

within us, no secret intention, wish, or inclination, no motive or

spring of action, which is concealed from him. What is concealed

from all others, and even from ourselves, is naked and open to

him. And he has not only a direct but a perfect knowledge of

ail mmds in the universe. How inconceivable is the number of

those who have been and are and will be inhabitants of this world,

and of those higher orders of intelligent beings who inhabit the

great system of worlds, of w'hich we make so small a part ! The

thoughts and emotions of a sinde mind— who can number them ?
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But when we turn our attention to the myriads of minds in God's

wide creation, and attempt to conceive of the millions and millions

of intelligent and moral exercises which they put forth every

moment, we are lost in the subject, and are as unable to form any

just conception of it, as we are of infinity itself. But it is all per-

fectly known to God. He sees clearly, sees at a glance, sees

constantly, sees with perfect ease, yea, he cannot but see, all the

thouiihts and desires and emotions of all created minds— all that

they have had, all that they now have, and all that they will have,

in an endless hereafter. The disclosures of the last day will dis-

close nothing to God. He will need no witnesses to give him

information. He himself has seen and he perfectly recollects all

the inward as well as outward acts of his creatures.

But God has knowledge of an object which infinitely transcends

the created universe. He knows himself. He knows his own

uncaused, infinite, eternal being,— his Tri-unity— all his attri-

butes— all his thoughts and purposes. He knows his own bound-

less mind, and his boundless blessedness ; and he knows — shall I

say— his own infinite knowledge. This instance of God's knowl-

edge infinitely exceeds all others. No language of man or angel

can duly express it. The words of inspiration are the best we can

have, to utter what is unutterable :
"0 the depth of the riches

both of the wisdom and knowledge of God !

We come now to the benevolence, or goodness of God. And

how unlike is this to what we call benevolence or goodness in our-

selves ! In our unrenewed state, we have no benevolence or good-

ness in the higher sense ; I mean such as belongs to God and holy

beings. And if, by the renewal of the Spirit, we are made the

subjects of holy love ; that love is still mixed with much selfishness,

and is exceedingly unlike to the unmixed, pure, perfect benevolence

of God. Its unlikeness is very apparent in regard to its extent.

The love of God has a height, and depth, and length, and breadth

passing all understanding. Oar benevolence is at best confined

within narrow limits. We think we do well if we heartily love a

few individuals, who are connected with us, or near us. Our

benevolence is so circumscribed, and so inactive, that we can do

20*
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good in only a very small measure. Our acts of love are few

and inconstant. The principle of goodness in us too seldom exerts

itself, and never extends beyond narrow limits. Think now of

God, Avhose "tender mercies are over all his works;" whose

benevolence is as extensive as the universe ; who delights to do

good in the largest measure ; who fills heaven and earth with the

fruits of his love. The divine benevolence is an inexhaustible

fountain, continually pouring forth streams of bounty and blessed-

ness to every part of the creation. It reaches to all intelligent

and all sensitive beings. It does good here, and everywhere, at

the same time. It is unwearied and incessant in bestowing favors

upon all men, even upon the evil and unthankful. What is the

most active benevolence ever found in the mind of man, compared

with the ever active and unbounded love of God ! If all the

benevolent affections, which have ever existed in the hearts of all

holy beings in heaven and earth, should be collected together into

one great and benevolent mind ; what would it be compared with

the benevolence of God ? what but a single ray emanating from

that sun which enlightens and blesses the universe !

We shall now, in the third place, consider our unhkeness to God

in respect to the manner in which he exercises and manifests his at-

tributes in his toorhs.

Our unlikeness to God in this respect naturally follows from our

unlikeness to him in regard to his perfections. The designs and

actions of every being must correspond with his nature and attri-

butes. And if God's nature and attributes are so far above ours,

his purposes and proceedings must be so too. Can it be supposed

that we, with our little minds, should think and act like a Being

whose mind is infinite ? that our ignorance and weakness should

manifest themselves in the same manner with God's unbounded

knowledge and power ?— and our selfishness, in the same manner

with his perfect benevolence ? God's manner of actmg is as far

above our manner of acting, as his attributes are above ours. God

acts like himself. And man acts like /w'mself.

All our plans of action are like our minds, of small extent. Oar

knowledge can reach only to a small circle of things, and our plans
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can reach no farther than our knowledge. Schemes of human wis-

dom may be called large and deep and sublime, in comparison with

those which are inferior. But, in truth, how little have they of

largeness, depth or sublimity ! Tlie plans of the merchant, of the

scholar, of the literary man, and even of the Christian— how little

do they take in of the concerns of the world !— how little of the

concerns of a single nation, or even of a small community ! And,

in reahty, the largest plan of any individual extends to but a small

part of his own personal interests. We know not what the cii>

cumstances of ourselves, our friends, and our fellow creatures may

be a few years hence, or even on the morrow ; and much less what

they may be in future ages. And it would be presumption and

folly for us to have any plan at all, beyond the reach of our knowl-

edge. Who of us would think of forming a scheme to be executed

a thousand or even a hundred years hence ? Consider now the

great plan of the omniscient God ; a plan which is commensurate

with his boundless knowledge, comprehending the Avhole of this

world, and all beings that exist through the illimitable universe.

The plan of the divine mmd relates to the interests of every being

and all beings for the present time, and through ages of ages with-

out end. This great, divine plan is as different from any plan of

ours, as the understanding of God is from the understanding of man.

It is obvious too, that the plan of God is different not only from

any of our plans, but from what we should suppose his plan w^ould

be. If such shortsighted, imperfect creatures as we are, should

undertake, in our thoughts, to mark out a plan which we should

suppose it would be ppoper for God to adopt ; how different it would

be from the plan which he has seen to be proper ! We should un-

doubtedly fix upon a plan, that would exclude all evil. We should

think, that a Being of unbounded goodness and power would adopt

a system, which would contain holiness and happiness without mix-

ture— a universe stamped throughout Avith the image of his own

perfect excellence and blessedness. And if one should come and

tell us, for the first time, that such a system was not the one wliich

had been introduced, but that sin and misery abound in some large

provinces of the great moral empire ; should we not be surprised
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and astonished, and be tempted to conclude that the information

must be false ; or if true, that God must be deficient either in

benevolence, in wisdom, or in power ? But we find that the system

which God has contrived does in fact involve a great amount of

evil ; that important parts of the creation are dreadfully marred,

and are hkely to be marred forever, with sin and misery. And it

is very certain too, that God has not adopted such a mixed system

from any deficiency of either wisdom, or poAver, or benevolence. If

you ask, why God has fixed upon a plan so difierent from what we

should have thought proper ; I answer, because he is a Being so

difierent from what we are. He has chosen a system so exceeding-

ly diverse from anything we should have imagined, because he is

God, and has wisdom and goodness infinitely above ours. In this

view, that which distinguishes God's system from what we should

have expected, is easily accounted for. It is such as it is-, so un-

like what we should have supposed, because it is God's plan, re-

sulting from that divine wisdom, which is far out of sight to us, and

from that benevolence, which is as much larger than ours, as in-

finity is lai'ger than our littleness and nothingness.

Here is the end of our reasoning. God's designs difier from

ours because he differs from us. And our designs are not God's,

because we are not God. As to our looking into God's system as

he does, and imderstanding, as he does, the whole or any part of it,

and the specific reasons why he chose it ; it is in vain to attempt it.

We are as unable to comprehend the particular grounds of God's

great plan, as we are to comprehend those absolute perfections of

his from which that plan resulted. No created being can entei

into the infinite mind of God, and think as he thinks, judge as he

judges, and choose as he chooses, in regard to the system of the

universe. We must be satisfied with that system, if we are satis-

fied at all, not because we have minds large enough to comprehend

it, but simply because it is God's system. Our satisfaction must

come in the Avay of implicit confidence in him. We are not to

reason out the wisdom or goodness of the system, but to beheve it.

And we may be sure, that a humble, childlike, confiding disposi-

tion is more pleasing to God, than the understanding of Gabriel.
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I But God's unlikeness to us appears not only in the plan of the

universe which he has adopted, but in the execution of that plan.

The manner in which God exercises and displays his attributes in

all the departments of his providence, is exceedingly different

from what our wisdom would dictate ; so that the judgments we

form from the mere use of our rational faculties, are continually

contradicted by the course of God's administration. The way in

which God orders things in regard to the occurrence of moral

evil, is widely different from what we should think best. Con-

sider the first human sin. God placed the parents of our race in

Eden, in a state of innocenqc. After a while the serpent drew

near to the woman to tempt her to sin. Now would you not

be inclined to think, that the Maker and Guardian of the world

would have interposed in behalf of the woman, so lately brought

into being, and in behalf of her husband, and of the whole hu-

man race, and would have enabled her to avoid or overcome a

temptation which threatened so much evil ? God could turn

back the tempter, or could instantly annihilate him. And why

should he keep in existence that hateful animal, or the more

hateful spirit that took possession of it, when he saw that so much

mischief would be the consequence. We are ready to think

that, little as our benevolence is, we should have hastened to the

spot, and withstood the malignant enemy that was approaching the

woman in the childhood of her being, and should have done all

in our power to protect her from the danger which threatened her.

And we should suppose that God, who has infinite benevolence,

would most certainly have put forth his hand to shield her from

the designs of the enemy. Or if God had seen fit to try her,

as he did Abraham, we should think he would have stood by her

in the hour of temptation, and would have given her such sup-

port, that she would have been steadfast in her allegiance, and

obtained a victory over the most vile and detestable of creatures.

Such would be the natural dictate of our wisdom and our be-

nevolence. But did the Almighty God, who saw all that was

going on, and knew what would be the consequence if he left the

woman in her feebleness to stand alone,— did he interpose to
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turn back or destroy the tempter, or to shield the mother of man-

kind from his fatal influence ? Here we see that, from the com-

mencement of divine providence towards human beings, God

made it perfectly apparent that his ways are not our ways.

Look also at the consequences which followed from the first trans-

gression. The apostle maizes a brief declaration of the general

fact. He says ;
" By the offence of one, judgment came upon all

men to condemnation ;" " By one man's disobedience, the many"

that is, the whole multitude of human beings, " were constituted

sinners." How unlike is this arrangement to what we should

have expected ! The first sin having taken place, we should have

thought that God would at once arrest the evil, and suffer it to

proceed no further. But instead of this, he did in fact so or-

der things in his sovereign providence, that all Adam's posterity,

from generation to generation, have become and will become sin-

ners in consequence of his one offence. Sin and ruin, like a mor-

tal contagion, have spread from him through the whole race up

to this time, and will continue so to spread in all future ages. All

have been and all will be by nature children of wrath.— God

has power to restrain men from sin— power to take away from all

the posterity of Adam the heart of stone, and give them a heart

of flesh. But he has not done it. He could, if he pleased,

bring every human being into existence in a state of moi'al purity,

as he did Adam, and as he did Jesus the son of Mary. But he

does not. He sees fit to exercise and display his attributes in a

manner exceedingly different from what our judgment would dic-

tate— so different, that we sometimes can hardly believe the

facts which his word and providence exhibit before our eyes.

The arrangement of divine providence, according to which sin

and condemnation were, by Adam's one offence, brought upon the

whole human race, is wonderful and mysterious. I mention it

now as one instance illustrative of the general truth so important

for us to remember, that God is exceedingly unlike to us, as to

the manner in which he displays his perfections in his works.

How easy it would be to trace out numerous instances of hu-

man sin, where the mischief done was great, and where from our
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views of what is desirable, we should suppose that the Almighty

would have put forth his hand to prevent it. See what the first

born of Adam and Eve did to his pious brother ! See the chil-

dren of men, before the flood, coming to that degree of corruption

which would involve them in a terrible destruction ! We should

think that a God of infinite power and love would have interposed

to prevent the approaching ruin ; that he would have poured out

his Spirit and turned the hearts of men from sin to righteousness

— so far at least, that there should be piety enough to preserve

the world from utter desolation. Look at the brethren of Joseph,

full of ill will towards him, and disposed to deeds of cruelty.

God could have so ordered it in his providence, that they should

have no opportunity for those cruel deeds. Or if they were in

circumstances favorable to the exercise of their malignant feelings,

God was able to kindle up in their hearts feelings of piety and

love, and to prevent the shocking deed of selling the beloved

youth as a slave into Egypt. We should suppose, that a merciful

God would have held back the sons of Jacob from the commis-

sion of such a crime.

Among the many cases of evil doing which occur in the history

of God's chosen people, take that of Jeroboam. He Avas inchned

to commit such wickedness, as would be followed by the increas-

ing corruption and misery of the people from generation to gener-

ation, and would lead on to the destruction of the ten tribes.

Why did not God turn his heart, and make him like David ? Or

why did he not cut short his life, and place a good man in his

stead ? The same as to the wicked kings of Judah. Why did

the Almighty God let them go on in their wickedness, till the

chosen tribe, from which the Redeemer was to proceed, should

become hateful in his sight, and be wasted away, and be carried

captive to Babylon ? And most of all, we should have thought

that God would preserve his own beloved Son from the violence

of his enemies, and continue his precious life through many years

of the most benevolent, useful action ever known on earth. Then

again, after the Christian religion was planted in different parts of

the world, and flourishing churches were established by the labors
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of the apostles, why did God suffer false teachers to spring up

and introduce destructive errors, and to unite their influence with

the powers of the world and the powers of hell, and to bring in

that dreadful apostasy, which has prevailed for so many ages ?

Why has God suffered his fair heritage, his spiritual kingdom, to

be thus despoiled of its dignity and glory, instead of making it a

continual excellence and joy in all the earth ?

The few instances above mentioned, in which moral evil has

been suffered to take place, show clearly that God is exceedingly

unlike to man, in respect to the manner in which he manifests his

attributes in liis works.

The same sentiment is impressed upon us, when we consider

the use which God makes of moral evil, or the end to which he

causes it to be subservient.

It would be impossible for us, by our own Avisdom or power, to

take any one instance of sin, either in ourselves or in others, and

to treat it in such a manner, as to prevent the evil effects which it

is fitted to produce. Sin tends to evil, and to that only. And

the evil which is the appropriate fruit of sin we have no ability to

prevent. How dreadful would have been the results of the apos-

tasy of our race, and of every particular transgression, had not

God's thoughts and ways been above ours ! What could we have

done to meet such a fearful emergency, and to make sin the occa-

sion of good ? But God has done it. Where sin has abounded,

grace has much more abounded. Our unrighteousness has been

made to commend the righteousness of God.— " Glory to God in

the highest" comes in at the door of man's apostasy. It is our

disposition as sinners, to oppose the blessed result. And those

beings who are not sinners, and who are disposed to bring 'about

such a result, could not of themselves do anything towards it. It

was the wisdom of the eternal, infinite mind, and not the wisdom

of man, which contrived the scheme of redemption. It was his

love and grace which led to the choice of that scheme. It is his

power which executes it. In this great work it is evident, that

the manner of God's exercising and displaying his attributes in

his administration, is far above what any created being could have
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conceived. For now the hosts of heaven will be full of joy for-

ever to see what immense good the only wise God will accomphsh,

by means of that most dreadful and deplorable event, the apostasy

of our race, Tlicir lamentations over a violated law, and a fallen

world, will be turned into songs of everlasting thanksgiving and

praise to him who redeemed us by his blood.

The same may be said in regard to the use which God makes

of particular instances of sin. If we had been acquainted with

the conduct of Joseph's brethren, and that only ; could we have

conceived of any way, in which it could be turned to the accom-

plishment of a great and lasting good to Joseph, to his aged father,

and to all liis brethren— good to Egypt, and to the world ? Such

a result was all of God. " He meant it for good," and he made

it subservient to good.

Read the story of the sufferings and death of Jesus, suddenly

cut off by his enemies,— crucified and laid in a tomb. What an

appalling scene ! The gi-eat Shepherd smitten— the sheep scat-

tered— the hearts of the pious overwhelmed with sorrow, and the

designs of divine benevolence apparently frustrated ! And yet by

means of that tremendous scene, God makes an unequalled display

of his gi-acious attributes. His almighty providence comes in,

and overrules the greatest of sins for the accomplishment of the

most benevolent designs— the good effected by the hand of God

being in proportion to the greatness of the evil committed by the

hand of men. That very event which satanic malice labored so

earnestly to bring about, is made the foundation of a kingdom of

grace.

I might extend my remarks to a much greater length on this

branch of the subject, and show how unlike God is to man, and

how far above him, in regard to the manner in which he fulfils his

promises to his people, and executes his threatenings upon trans-

gressors. The whole course of providence makes it manifest, that

God is as high above us, as the heavens are above the earth.

The truth which I have endeavored to illustrate, that God is so

unlike to man, and so far exalted above him, is adapted to various

practical uses. Let me apply it to your consciences and hearts.
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You see that God's ways are in many respects widely different

from man's, and that one effect of his administration is, " to con-

found the wisdom of the wise, and bring to nought the understand-

ing of the prudent." Now are you Avilling it should be so ? Are

you wilhng to live in God's world, upon this principle, that he

shall always show himself unlike to us and infinitely above us

;

that he shall continually cross our self-will, and disappoint oui' car-

nal expectations, and bring down our high looks, and administer

things in his providence according to his own infallible wisdom ?

You have plans of your own. Are you willing to hold them sub-

ject to God's plan ? You exercise your own imagination, and

your own reason ; and you often think what would, in your view,

be the best course of action for God to pursue. Will you keep in

mind that God is not man ? And will you be heartily ready to

give up your opinions and plans, and to acquiesce entirely in God's

wise and holy providence ? Are you willipg to live and act to

day, and to morrow, and in all time to come, on this one principle

— that in the future and endless progress of the divine govern-

ment which is over you, the eternal God shall rise higher and

higher in the view of his creatures, and that you shall come down

lower and lower before him, and that your reasonings and your

schemes, whenever they differ from his, shall be set aside ? Are

you willing to feel your own insignificance and nothingness before

the king of glory, and to fall into the current of his holy adminis-

tration ? Are you willing to be as nothing, and that God should

be all in all ?



LECTURE XVIII.

UNITY OF GOD.

The general subject before us is the character of God, as re-

vealed in the Scriptures.*

The first point to which we shall turn our attention, is the divine

unity.

It may be expected, that I shall give a particular and exact ex-

planation of Unity. But this I shall decline, for the plain reason

that, strictly speaking, it is incapable of explanation ; not because

it is impossible or diflficult to be understood ; but merely because

nothing is more evident. The sense of the word one, or unity, is

as clear and obvious, and as incapable of being analyzed and ex-

plained, as the terms by which we express any of our simple per-

ceptions. And a man who requires me to explain unity^ or owe,

acts as absurdly, as if he should require me to explain red, or siveet^

or hard. When I speak of one man, one lion, or one tree, no man

can be in earnest in asking me to explain what I mean by one.

He does not need and cannot desire an explanation of that which

he perfectly imderstands, and which is as precise and simple as

* In this place I might enlarge on those particular attributes of God, both natural

and moral, which are commonly treated in systems of theology, and which were al-

ways attended to with a deep and solemn interest in the Seminary. But I shall

content myself, in this publication, with the very summary remarks already made

on this extensive subject— a subject of paramount importance, ami deserving to be

often and clearly exhibited to view by christian ministers. But it is treated partic-

ularly and ably in various well known theological works ; and, for myself, I have

been desirous of discussing at greater length than is common, those parts of the

general subject, which are encompassed with special diflSculties, and to which the

drcamstances of the present day seem to impart a more than ordinary interest.
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anything can be. Explanation, according to the general use of

the word, consists in elucidating a subject by analyzing it into the

more simple idea of which it is composed, or in some way casting

additional light upon it. Whatever word therefore is perfectly

simple and plain, cannot be illustrated by one more simple and

plain ; and consequently it admits of no explanation. We can ex-

plain the word thousand, by saying it means ten times an hundred
;

and an hundred, by saying it is ten times ten ; and ten by showing

ten ones or units. But when you come to one, or a unit, all ex-

planation ceases at once. It is a simple term, conveying a simple

idea, and cannot be explained.

Philosophers have sometimes defined unity to be a thing indivisible

in itself, and divided from everything else. But this definition, to

make the best of it, is no more clear and distinct, than the thing

intended to be defined ; and therefore is properly no explanation.

Can any man more fully understand what it is to be indivisible in

itself, and divided from everything else, than what it is for a thing

to be one f Is there not as much reason for asking what it is to

be indivisible in itself and divided from every thmg else, as for

asking what uniti/ is ? And if any man should wish to explain

what it is to be indivisible in itself and divided from everything

else, what better could he do, than to say it is to be one f

But if the notion of unity is so plain and easy, why have men

been so much perplexed about it ? and why have they found so much

difficulty in understanding it ? I answer, that in this as in many

other instances, men have created perplexity and obscurity, by

their frivolous attempts to elucidate what is perfectly clear. With

the greatest certainty every man can say, Ia7n, Ithink, I act.

And in this is included the following ; I am one, and not two ; I

am myself, and not another. If any man attempts to make this

plainer, he unnecessarily involves himself in perplexity.

The reason then why I do not attempt to give any proper ex-

planation or definition of unity, is, that every man has the clearest

and most intimate idea of it that is possible.

But here I have two remarks to offer, the neglect of which has

been the occasion of great injury to the cause of evangelical truth.
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The remarks are very simple, and their truth is obvious. First ; the

unity of a thing determines nothing concerning its nature, attributes^

or mode of existence. It is entirely distinct from these, and de-

termines nothing concerning them. This is evident from the fact,

that we ascribe unity to things animate and inanimate, rational and

u-rational, simple and complex, finite and infinite. Accordingly,

the unity of God vrill warrant no comparison between his nature

or mode of existence, and that of any created being. A tree is

one. But that does not prove that the nature of a tree is like that

of a Uon. A lion is one, but is not on that account like a man.

A man is one ; but that proves no resemblance between a man and

God,— no resemblance, I mean, except this, that God is one, and

a man is one ; which comes only to this, that God is one God, and

a man is one man. The unity of the first is the unity of God ; that

of the second is the unity of a man,— man being of one nature,

and God of another.

The second remark is, that the unity of a thing in one respect

does not determine whether it is one or many in other respects. An
army is one, that is, one army. But with respect to the individu-

als who compose it, it is many. A man is one, that is, one man.

But as to the constituent parts of his nature, he is two fold, body

and mind ; and each of these is multiform, the body as to corpo-

real parts, the mind as to faculties and operations. The sim-

phcity of mind, that is, its freedom from such composition as be-

longs to body, or its incapability of being divided into parts like

body, does not imply that it cannot be considered as containing

divers faculties, and as capable of divers operations.

The same general principle is true in respect to God. God is

one, that is, one God. But his being one God determines nothing

respecting the mode of his existence in other respects. In other

words, his unity, simply considered, could not lead us to conclude

that he exists either in this manner, or in that. His being Three

or a Trinity in some other respect is, for aught we could know, as

consistent as any of his attributes are, with his being one God.

Nor can it be the least objection to his being Three in a personal

respect, that we are not acquainted with any other inteUigent

21*
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being who exists in three persons ; because his being Three per-

sons, that is, Three in such a sense that the personal pronoun and

personal attributes and acts truly belong to each of the Three—
may not arise from anything which intelligent creatures have or

can have in common with him, but may indicate something which

is peculiar to him, in contradistinction to all created bemgs.

If an explanation of unity is still called for, I wotdd first know

what is meant by the word. I am aware that scientific men some-

times explain a thing, by giving an account of its circumstances,

operations, or uses. Thus they explain the law of gravitation

by enumeratmg more or less of the facts which take place under

that law. Electricity or magnetism they explain, by describing

the phenomena which belong to it, or the effects which result from

it. Thus also we give an explanation of a particular affection, by

showing how it operates, or what influence it has. Now an ex-

planation of such a kind may be given of unity.

The principal circumstance by which the unity of an intelligent

being is indicated to us, is this ; that a series of intelligent ac-

tions are attributed to him as the agent or author. To Paul, as

an intelligent agent, we ascribe a long series of actions ;— ac-

tions performed in unbelief, as the strict observance of the cere-

monial law, aiding in the martyrdom of Stephen, and persecuting

Christians ;
— actions afterwards performed for the glory of God

and the good of men, as the bold profession of the Christian re-

ligion, preaching the gospel, founding churches, writing epistles,

encountering opposition, and suffering a violent death. All these

we attribute to Paul ; not to two men, but to one man. Paul is

•one. All the corporeal, intellectual, and moral phenomena which

he exhibits, are to be ascribed to him, not to another
;
predicated

of him, not of another. With respect to all these phenomena he

is one ; he stands invariably in one relation to them, and that a

relation, which no other being can bear to them.

And here let me say, what is evidently true, and of no small

importance in this discussion, that we can never judge what phe-

nomena any being ivill exhibit, unless we are instructed by facts.

It would be impossible for us to form any conception of the fac-
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ulcies and actions of the mind, without an acquaintance with them

by experience. For example, we could not know that the mind

is capable of recalling what is past, or of the peculiar operations

which take place in sleep, had we never been conscious of such

mental acts. This being true, it must be regarded as incompati-

ble with the principles of sound reasoning, to inquire in any case,

whether such and such attributes or operations can consist togeth-

er. The only proper question is, whether they do consist together.

There are many properties and acts of the mind and body con-

nected, which we could in no way prove or conceive to be com-

patible with each other, except as we know it to be a fact that

they belong to the same subject, and, of course, that they do con-

sist together, or are consistent. Curiosity may incline us to ask

how they can be consistent. But our inability to answer this

needless and unphilosophical inquiry alters not our belief of the

fact. The legitimate object of research is, to discover the actual

phenomena of body and mmd. As soon as we discover what

these phenomena are, we in effect discover their consistency.

And if there is to us an appearance of inconsistency, we know it

to be a mere appearance, not a reahty.

Such an explanation as that above suggested may easily be

given of the unity of God. God is one. All divine attributes

and acts belong to this one Being, Jehovah, and to him only.

All the operations which indicate divinity, we ascribe to God, to

one God, not to many gods. I could be more particular and

say ;— it is not true that one God is just, and another merciful

;

or that one God possesses infinite wisdom, and another infinite

power ; or that one God made the sun, and another the moon

;

or that one God rules m the heavens, and another in the earth
;

or that one is the author of prosperity, and another of adversity.

The creation, preservation and government of the universe, and

all divine works, and all divine attributes and relations, apper-

tain to the one God and to him only. They are all his, not an-

other's. If any divine attributes or acts could be ascribed to

any other God, there would then be a plurahty of Gods ; and

this would be inconsistent with the divine imity.



248 DIVINE UNITY.

As to the variety and extent of attributes and relations belong-

ing to the one God— we can know nothing except what God

reveals by his works in the physical and the moral world, and by

the holy Scriptm-es. Every thing which is manifested in these

ways, is to be received as making a part of the character of the

one God. If his works bear indubitable marks of wisdom, power,

and benevolence ; we ascribe to him all these attributes. If the

Scriptures declare that God hates iniquity and will punish sinners
;

we ascribe to him the righteousness of a moral governor. If the

Scriptures teach that God can forgive sin consistently with his

justice ; we consider this combination of justice and grace as

essential to the character of the one God. And this we should

do, though we had far less knowledge, than we now have, con-

cerning the manner in which grace can consist with justice. In

this way, we might make out a particular statement of the vari-

ous attributes which the one God possesses— limiting ourselves

wholly to this inquiry, namely, what attributes and what mode

of existence does he exhibit ? And if, either in his works or his

word, he exhibits himself as a Trinity ; if it is made to appear

that he is Triune— Father, Son, and Holy Spirit ; we have the

same reason for admitting this, as for admitting any other doctrine

m theology— precisely the same reason ; namely, that these are

attributes or properties which the one God exhibits. Nor is

there any more reason to suppose, that the divine unity is infringed

by the doctrine of three persons, than by the doctrine of the

three divine attributes, power, wisdom, and goodness. The ob-

jection that there is no created being in whom a trinity of persons

IS joined with a unity of essence, has no more weight, than the

objection that there is no created being in whom unity is joined

with eternity, or omnipresence.— Indeed there is, from the na-

ture of the case, the strongest presumption, that the uncreated,

mfinite God must possess attributes and a mode of existence

widely different from any thing which belongs to finite beings.

This presumption, though it would be illogical to use it as an ar-

gument to prove any particular doctrine, is yet sufficient to si-

lence an objection, which is drawn from the difference between

the divine Trinity, and any thing found in man.
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I shall close this part of the discussion by two brief remarks

on the question, whether there is conclusive evidence of the unity

of God from the light of nature. The works of creation and

prondence unquestionably prove that there is a God. But do

they prove that there is only one God ?

On this I remark, first, that all the evidence which the works

of creation afford, is occupied and exhausted in the proof of one

God. After this, what more can they do ? That which the cre-

ation does, and all which it does, is to prove that there is one God.

It affords not a shadow of proof that there is more than one.

The existence of one God is sufficient to account for all the effects

which appear in the creation. And this prepares the way for my
second remark ; namely, that the supposition of more Gods than

one, is altogether useless, and the belief of it unphilosophical. It

is entirely destitute of proof. And if it could be proved, it

would be of no conceivable advantage. It would contribute

nothing to clear up the theory of divine truth. It would solve

no difficulty. It would afford no additional motive to virtue ; no

additional matter of joy. Now what have we to do with a sup-

position, which is totally without evidence, and totally without

use ?



LECTURE XIX.

UNITY OF GOD, AS REVEALED IN THE SCRIPTURES.

In the last Lecture we considered the Unity of God chiefly as

a subject of philosophical investigation. We now proceed to con-

sider it as a subject of express divine revelation.

The Scripture evidence in proof of the divine unity is found in

great abundance, both in the Old Testament and the New.

First ; in the Old Testament. Exod. 20: 2, 3, " I am the Lord

thy God. Thou shalt have no other gods before me," Deut. 32:

39, " I, even I am he, and there is no God with me." Isa. 43:

10, " That ye may know and beheve that I am he ; before me

there was no God formed, neither shall there be after me." Isa.

44: 6, " Thus saith the Lord, the King of Israel, and his Re-

deemer, the Lord of hosts ; I am the first and I am the last, and

beside me there is no God." Isa. 45: 5, 14, 18, 21, 22, " I am

God and there is none else ; there is no God beside me." See

also Exod. 8: 10 ; 9: 14 ; Deut. 33: 26 ; 1 Kings 8: 23 ; Jer.

10: 6 ; Isa. 46: 9, in which places it is strongly asserted, that there

is no God besides Jehovah, and none like him.

Proceed now to the New Testament. Mark 12: 29, "The

Lord our God is one Lord." John 17: 3, " That they might know

thee, the only true God." Rom. 16: 27, " To the only wise God

be glory." 1 Cor. 8: 4, 6, " There is none other God but one.

To us there is but one God." 1 Tim. 1: 17, " The Kmg eternal,

immortal, invisible, the only wise God."

But here a question of special consequence arises ; namely

;

whether the texts above cited to prove the unity of God, are in-

tended to stand in opposition to Christ, or in opposition to the idols
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of the heathen. In other words, are the texts which assert the

being of one God to be understood as exclusive of Christ, or as ex-

clusive of idols ?

In my reply, I propose to show, first, that the texts referred to

assert the unity of God in opposition to idoU ; and, secondly, that

they do rwt assert it in opposition to Christ.

First, the texts quoted are intended to assert and do assert the

unity of God in opposition to the idols of the heathen.

This appears from the general tenor of the Scriptures, and the

obvious circumstances of the case. It was the grand design of the

sacred writings to turn men from idolatry, and recover them to the

worship of the true God. When the law was given by Moses, the

Israelites had long been in servitude to the Egyptians, and had

been corrupted -wnth their idolatrous practices. Moses therefore,

as the minister of the Most High, made it a fundamental principle

of religion, that Jehovah was the only true God. Many of the

institutions, which he required the people to observe, were obvious-

ly intended to separate them from idolatrous nations, and to prevent

them from rendering religious homage to any being, except the one

eternal God. The prophets and apostles pursued the same plan,

stri\ang to exterminate idolatry, and to promote through the whole

world the worship of the one true God.

Look into the sacred volume, and see how frequently it is the

object of its precepts, and of the dispensations of providence which

it records, to show the stupidity and wickedness of idolatry, and to

guard the people effectually against it. Speaking to the children

of Israel concerning the nations of Canaan, God said ;
" Thou

shalt make no covenant with them, nor with their gods. Thou

shalt not bow down to their gods, nor serve them nor do after their

works ; but thou shalt utterly overthrow them, and quite break

down their images." They were commanded not to mention the

names of other gods ; and not to go after them or serve them.

It was represented as the great sin of that people, that they were

so frequently drawn aside from the worship of Jehovah to the wor-

ship of idols. This was the abomination which excited the jeal-

ousy of the Lord, and for which his anger so often burnt against his
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own inheritance. No man can take a general view of the precepts,

warnings, and historical facts, recorded in the Old Testament, with-

out percei\^ng that it was a prime object to destroy polytheism, and

to estabhsh the unity of God in opposition to the false gods worship-

ped among the Gentiles. The truth of my position will be stUl more

apparent, from a careful consideration of some of the texts which

most particularly declare the divine unity, and which, as we shaU

see, had a manifest bearing upon the point under consideration.

The first two commandments of the decalogue were aimed direct-

ly and expressly against idol worship. See also Deut. 32: 39,

"I, even I am he, and there is no God with me." Now examine

the connection. In verse 15th and onward, the Israelites are

charged with provoking God to jealousy by strange gods, and in

direct opposition to those false gods, Jehovah says ;
" See now, I

AM HE, and there is no god with me."

Isa. 44: 6, " Thus saith the Lord, I am the first and I am the

last, and besides me there is no God." Immediately upon this, the

prophet sets himself to expose the folly of those who make and wor-

ship graven images."

Isa. 45: 6, 7. " That they may know from the rising of the

sun and from the west, that there is none beside me. I am the

Lord, and there is none else. I form the hght and create dark-

ness ; I make peace and create evil. I the Lord do all these

things." The Jews at the time referred to, dwelt among the east-

em nations, whose Magi held that there are two divinities, one the

author of light, the other of darkness ; one of good, the other

of evil. The unity of Jehovah is here asserted in opposition to

that particular error of the Magians.

The same appears in the New Testament.

Mark, 12: 29. Jesus declared the first and great command of

the law to be this :
" Hear, Israel, the Lord our God is one

Lord ; and thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart."

Now if we recur to the law of Moses, from which this precept was

quoted, we shall perceive that it was intended to establish the wor-

ship of Jehovah in contradistinction to idols. 1 Cor. 8: 4, 5, 6.

This passage very strongly and decisively asserts the unity of God
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in contradistinction to idols. It cannot then be doubted that the

texts which declare the unity of Jehovah, do it in opposition to

idol gods.

Before entering upon the proof of my second position, namely,

that the texts referred to are not intended to be exclusive of

Christ, let us pause a little, and see what light may be cast upon

it from the position which has now been established.

If then the texts which declare the unity of God are manifestly

aimed against polytheism ; if they are intended to prove the true

Godliead of Jehovah in distinction from idols ; then clearly there is

no propriety in urging them as arguments against the divinity of

Christ, and any valid arguments against the doctrine must be de-

rived from some other source.

The question to be settled is, whether Christ is truly God.

Unitarians undertake to prove the negative. And they do it

chiefly, by citing those texts which declare that there is only one

God. But as those texts all relate to another subject, their ai>gu-

ment is manifestly irrelevant and futile. See whether it is not so.

The Bible contains various texts which declare that there is only

one God, and that Jehovah, the God of Israel, is that one God.

We have seen that these texts were aimed against polytheism, and

were designed to estabhsh the worship of one God in distinction

fi^m idols. On what principle then can they be urged against

the Godhead of Christ ? If the argument has any weight, it

must be on the supposition that Christ is one of those idols which

are meant to be excluded. But is it so ? When God said by

Moses, " I, even I am he, and there is no God with me, and thou

shalt have no other gods before me"; did he mean to guard the

Israelites against paying divine honors to their Saviour, the angel

of the covenant ? Did God, or any prophet or apostle ever inti-

mate, that any man would ever be in danger of esteeming the Re-

deemer of the world too highly ?

This is only the weakest part of the argument. Direct, positive

proof, that the sacred writers never did intend to assert the God-

head of Jehovah exclusively of Christ, will be brought forward by

itself in the sequel.
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What now becomes of the most plausible objection, which the

Socinians urge against the Godhead of Christ ? Whskt becomes

of this their favorite argument ? We make use of the same texts

with them to prove the divine unity. We give these texts their

full and perfect sense, and consider them as affording the clearest

proof, that there is one God, and that there is none beside him

;

that all the gods of the heathen, and all who have been or shall be

honored as God, beside Jehovah, are vanity and a lie. This the

texts clearly prove. Do they prove anything more ? Especially

do they prove that Christ is not God ? Certainly they do not,

unless it can be made perfectly clear, that Christ is one of the

idols opposed, or else that the unity of God precludes the possibili-

ty of the Godhead of Christ. But this grand point, which is the

chief point at issue, and on which their system mainly rests, and

which therefore calls for the clearest proof, they always take for

granted. For after proving from Scripture, that Jehovah is the

only true God, they draw the conclusion that Christ is not God.

They assume, that the divine unity is evidence against the God-

head of Christ. We hold the divine unity ; but we deny that it

affords any evidence against the Godhead of Christ. The ques-

tion therefore to be debated is, whether the unity of God is con-

clusive evidence against the Godhead of Christ. They hold the

affirmative. But they have never offered or attempted to offer

any better proof, than confident affirmation. Indeed, they seem

to think there is no occasion for proof. For when they have proved

the unity of God, they treat the subject just as if they had dis-

proved the Godhead of Christ, and so ended the controversy.

We call for plain, conclusive evidence, that the doctrine of the

divine unity is incompatible with the divinity of Christ.— They

might as well affirm, that the unity of God is incompatible with his

omnipresence ; or that, if God is in heaven, he cannot be on earth

at the same time. And they might as reasonably expect us to

admit this upon the ground of their naked affirmation, as to admit

that proving the unity of God is disproving the divinity of Christ.

Here the matter rests. And until they produce a clear demon-

stration, that the unity of God necessarily precludes the Divinity
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of Christ, all their reasoning from the divine unity is impertinent

and futile, and the grand argument for their system is good for

nothing.

You will bear in mind the two propositions which I undertook to

establish ; first, that the texts wliich declare that there is one and

only one God, are intended to assert the divine unity in opposition

to the idols of the heathen ; second, that they do not assert and

are not intended to assert the divine unity in opposition to the

Lord Jesus Christ.

The first of these propositions I have already endeavored to

confirm. By an examination of the texts themselves, and the

places where they are found, together with the general scope of

Scripture, and the state of the world, we were led to conclude,

that it was and must have been the object of the inspired writers

in those texts, to make known the only true God, and to induce all

men to worship him, in contradistinction to idols.

This first proposition seems of itself to cast some light upon the

second, and to prepare the way for its establishment. For if the

texts above mentioned were expressly designed to prove, that

Jehovah is the only true God exclusively of idols ; they cannot be

regarded as exclusive of the Lord Jesus Christ, unless it can be

made evident, which no one pretends, that he is included among

those idols.

With these things in view, I have examined the reasoning of

Unitarians ; and I think it has been made to appear, that the argu-

ment which they deduce from the texts referred to against the God-

head of Christ, is totally inconclusive ;
— that it is manifestly a

begging of the question.

If you are not satisfied, examine it again. Unitarians attempt

to prove that Christ is not God. How do they prove it ? They

prove it by the texts which assert that there is one and only one

God. But those texts were meant by the inspired writers to assert

that Jehovah is the true God in opposition to false gods. Is Jesus

Christ one of those false gods ? Certainly not. How then can

the texts be supposed to stand in opposition to him ?

But this is not all. I have undertaken to show, not only that
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there is no reason to suppose that the texts referred to were intend-

ed to exclude Christ from being God, hut that there is clear and

direct evidence that they were not thus intended. In other words

;

I have undertaken to show that there is in this case no conclusive

evidence in favor of the Unitarian theory, but very conclusive evi-

dence against it.

I come now to my cliief argument in support of the proposition,

that the texts which assert the unity of God, were not designed to

be exclusive of Christ.

The grand principle of a just exposition is, that the Bible be its

own interpreter. In applying this principle, we proceed thus.

We find texts, the meaning of which at first appears doubtful. We
then inquire whether any light can be cast upon them by what

stands immediately coimected with them, or by the general scope

of those parts of Scripture which contain them. We inquire also

concerning the age and circumstances in which the texts were writ-

ten. And finally we go to other parts of Scripture, which treat

of the same subject, or other subjects allied to it ; attending par-

ticularly to those passages where the subject is expressly brought

into view. This last step is of chief importance and most to be

relied upon.

With these principles before us, we endeavor to satisfy ourselves

whether the texts which declare the unity of God, ought to be un

derstood, as excluding the Lord Jesus Christ. First, we examine

what is immediately connected with those texts. This examination

has already shown us, that the particular design of those texts was

to establish the Godhead of Jehovah in opposition to idols. Thus

far then, we find no support for the supposition, that Christ is meant

to be excluded. For if all which we can learn is, that the texts

were intended for one particular purpose ; with what propriety can

we apply them to another purpose entirely different ? The manifest

design of them being to prevent idol worship, how can we suppose

that they were intended to prevent the worship of the Saviour, un-

less he is to be numbered with those idol gods, to which the texts

expressly refer ?

We next consider the particular ages and circumstances in which
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those parts of Scripture were written. And here it has been made

apparent, that in the time of Moses, and from that time till after

the captivity, the children of Israel were prone to fall in with the

prevalent idolatry. The conclusion is, that inspired prophets and

legislators must have made it a special object to guard the people

on every side against polytheism ; and that, when they labored to

prove that Jehovah is the only true God, it must have been their

object to promote the worship of him in opposition to the worship

of idols. This was most evidently the design of the sacred writers.

Accordingly, we cannot suppose that they meant to exclude Christ

from the Godhead, unless it can be shown that they meant to in-

clude him among the heathen idols ; and this no one pretends. An
examination of the New Testament writings, and of the circum-

stances of those for whom they were originally designed, leads to

the same conclusion. Christianity had to make its way through

idolatrous nations. Its success involved the destruction of poly-

theism. It was necessary not only to persuade men to cast away

their idols in the first instance, in order to become Christians, but

to inculcate upon them again and again the most serious cautions

against being withdrawn from the pure worship of the one true

God, and corrupted with the popular superstitions. Hence we are

fully satisfied what must have been the design of those texts in the

New Testament, which declare that there is one God, even if it

were not so obvious as it is from their immediate connections.

According to our rule of interpretation, we noAV go to other texts

of Scripture relative to the subject before us. And as some of

them particularly and expressly treat of this subject, we may ex-

pect to find direct and conclusive proof.

Open then the sacred volume at the beginnmg of John's Gospel.

The Lord Jesus Christ is the subject of discourse. This Evange-

hst, the most intimate friend of Jesus Christ, undertakes to inform

us who Christ was. This is his special object. We may therefore

look for information which can be relied upon. But what is that

information ? In the very first sentence he announces to us the

Godhead of Christ,— " The word was God." The Bible is its

own interpreter. Many texts assert that there is one God, and

22*
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that there is none beside him. This asserts that Christ is God.

How can we suppose that those texts excluded Christ, when this ex-

pressly includes him ! How can we admit that those texts prove

that Christ is 7iot God, when this asserts that he is God ?

Turn now to Heb. 1: 8. " Thy throne, God, is forever and

ever." It is quoted from the 45th Ps. The apostle teaches us,

that it was addressed to Christ. Here again the Bible calls Christ

God ; and, besides this, ascribes to him that everlasting dominion

which is one of the prerogatives of Jehovah. The inspired writ-

ers declare in various texts, that Jehovah is the only true God,

and that he reigns forever. The same inspired writers say to

Christ ;
" Thy throne, God, is forever and ever." What is the

conclusion ?— that the former texts are intended to exclude Christ

from being God ? How then do we make the Bible its own inter-

preter ?

Rom. 9: 5. " Of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came,

who is over all, God blessed forever." Acts 10: 36. " He is

Lord of all." Isa. 9: 6, " the mighty God." The question

returns. Can we suppose that the same inspired volume, which

here asserts that Christ is "Lord of all," "the mighty God,"

" over all God blessed forever," meant to imply the contrary in

those texts which teach the divine unity ?

I give only a specimen of the reasoning we ought to pursue in

making the Bible its own interpreter. It is evident that this gen-

eral mode of interpretation must be adopted in some cases by Uni-

tarians themselves. Take, for example, such texts as these

;

" Christ is Lord of all ;
" "To us there is one Lord." But is

Christ Lord of all, or the one Lord of Christians, in such a sense

as to exclude God the Father from being Lord ? This is easily

determined. The texts which ascribe absolute Lordship to God

the Father, prove clearly that he is not meant to be excluded by

those texts which assert that we have one Lord Jesus Christ, and

that he is Lord of aU. There is no other argximent by which Uni-

tarians can prove that Christ is not Lord exclusively of the Father.

But the argument is as good for us, as for them. If they can

prove from one set of texts, that the Father is God exclusively of
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the Son ; we can in the same way prove, from another set of

texts, that Christ is Lord exclusively of the Father. And if

Unitarians can show, that these texts do not prove Christ to be

Lord exclusively of the Father, by citing others which declare the

Father to be Lord ; we can show that the texts which assert that

there is only one God, do not prove the Father to be God exclu-

sively of Christ, by citmg passages which declare Christ to be

God.

It may possibly be objected, that m the interpretation of partic-

ular texts relating to Christ, by citing others relatmg to the same

subject, I do not proceed fairly and impartially ; because I do not

quote all the texts which relate to the character of Christ,— that

I select only those which speak of him in the sublimest manner,

while I omit others which present him in an inferior light, and

which would lead to a different conclusion.

My reply is a short one. I ask then, what is our object in this

investigation ? It is to discover, what is the highest glory of

Chnsfs character. This being our object, it is certainly proper to

attend particularly to those texts, where his highest glory is

brought into view. What other course could be taken ?

The objector urges, that a citation of other texts relative to

Christ, would lead to a diflferent conclusion ; that is, that those

texts which represent Christ as a dependent being, a suffering and

dying man, would lead us to conclude that he is not God. My
present reply is, that the objection rests wholly on the assumption,

that ther-e cannot be in the person of Christ a union of human

nature with divinity ; or more plainly, the objector assumes that

Christ cannot be both God and man, and that if the Scriptures

teach that he is man, they cannot teach that he is God. It is suf-

ficient to say here, that this is an unsupported assumption ; though

Unitarians make it the basis of many of their arguments.

This then is my reasoning with the Unitarians, and thus the

matter stands. If the Bible is allowed to be its own interpreter,

it is impossible that the texts which assert the unity of God,

should have been designed to exclude Christ from the Godhead.

For cast your eye over the Bible and see what it declares, when
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speaking directly and expreasly of Christ. " The word was God."
" Thy throne, God, is forever and ever." " Who is over all

God blessed forever." " I am he that searcheth the reins and

hearts." " I am the first and the last." " I am Alpha and

Omega, the beginning and the ending." " Lord of lords, and

King of kings." " The mighty God, the everlasting Father, the

Prince of Peace." " Thou Lord in the beginning hast laid the

foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thy

hands." " All things were made by him, and without him was

not anything made that was made." " By him were aU things

created in heaven and in earth, whether they be thrones, or domin-

ions, or principalities, or powers ; all things were created by him

and for him." "He is before all things, and by him all things

consist." " That all men should honor the Son even as they honor

the Father. Blessing and honor, and dominion, and power be

unto him who sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb forever."

Now it is, I maintain, utterly impossible, that men who wrote under

the infallible guidance of the divine Spirit, and who made it their

special object to destroy the worship of created beings, and to pro-

mote the worship of Jehovah alone, should have famiharly used

language like that above cited concerning one whom they meani

to exclude from the Godhead— language which naturally leads

those who feel any proper reverence for the word of God, to ascribe

divine perfection to Christ,— language as strong and as unequiv-

ocal, as you can suppose the inspired writers could possibly have

used, admitting it to have been their direct object, to teach the

Divinity of Christ.

It is, I said, impossible, that men who wrote under the infalli-

ble guidance of the Holy Spirit, should have used such language

concerning one whom they meant to exclude from the Godhead

;

because such infallible guidance must have secured them from

forgetting their main object, and from everything which would

tend to defeat it. Such guidance must have preserved them from

the effects of human ignorance and weakness. It must have

preserved them from everything hazardous or dubious va. their

mode of teachhig the truths of rehgion— from everything ill

adapted to answer the end they had in view.
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I said it is impossible that inspired men, who made it their spe-

cial object to destroy idolatry and promote the worship of Jeho-

vah, should have used such language in such a case. For if

they remembered that they were writing for the benefit of those

who were surrounded by idolatrous practices, they must have felt

the importance of using the most guarded expressions, especially

when speaking on a subject in which the divine unity was con-

cerned. They must have made it their care not to give the re-

motest occasion for supposing, that they themselves worshipped

as God, any being beside Jehovah, or that they countenanced

others in doing this. They certainly did make this their care.

They opposed idolatry in every form. They employed various

methods to expose the absurdity and wickedness of worshipping

any being not truly divine. Now is it possible, that men divinely

inspired, men so alive to the honor of Jehovah, men who made it

their special object to destroy idolatry and promote the worship

of the one true God, should have used the language, cited above,

concerning a being, whom they meant to exclude from any share

in the honors of the Godhead.

Such language is manifestly suited to lead those, who feel a

proper reverence for the word of God, to ascribe divine honor to

Christ. It is very manifestly suited to do this ; because the in-

spired writers, though so jealous for the honor of Jehovah, and

so earnest in their cautions against substituting any one in his

place, never give any direction not to deify Christ ; never say any

thing to caution us either directly or indirectly, against honoring

him too highly. There is not the least appearance of their ever

having thought, that the glory of the one true God was in dan-

ger of being obscured by ascribing divine glory to the Saviour.

When they speak of him as God, Lord of all, over aU God bless-

ed forever, there is not the least appearance of its having occur-

red to them as a probable or possible event that men would mis-

take their meaning, and give too high a sense to their expressions.

On the contrary, they seem to have laid out all their powers to

j&nd the sublimest and strongest expressions, for the very purpose

of elevating oui' ideas of Christ to the highest degree, and per-
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suading us to honor him even as we honor the Father. On the

supposition that it was their avowed design to teach that Christ

has true and proper divinity, what stronger or more unequivocal

language could they have used ? What forms of expression can

be imaguied, which would more clearly and satisfactorily make

known the Godhead of Christ ? What expressions could be less

capable of being turned, by a subtle criticism, to another signifi-

cation ? Review these texts again and again, and you must I think

be satisfied, that the inspired writers could not have used language

stronger, more elevated, or more unequivocal, admitting it to

have been their real design to teach the proper Deity of Christ.

Even if the Scripture representations of Christ were not so strong,

not so elevated and unequivocal, as they are ; they would still be

fitted, considering the circumstances of the case, to excite reH-

gious adoration in all Christians. For the Lord Jesus Christ is

preeminently their Friend, their Benefactor, their Deliverer.

He has bestowed upon them the most essential benefits, and stands

in the most endearing relation to them. In such a case, how

easily might they be betrayed into an excessive veneration, if

any degree of veneration could be excessive ! If Christ be not

divine, the circumstances of the case evidently expose his disci-

ples to a most dangerous mistake, and render a double guard

necessary to keep them from giving to another the things which

are God's. Crellius a distinguished Socinian was sensible of this

danger ; and he supposes that the sacred writers do effectually

guard against it. With a strange mixture of palpable truth and

palpable mistake he says : "By how much Christ is esteemed by

the sacred writers to be greater than all other divinities, the

Father excepted ; so much the more cautious have they been not

to give him expressly the name of God, lest he should be taken

for that Supreme God, who only is the Father." " Chi'ist," he

says, " even while on earth, like the Almighty God himself, gov-

erned creatures by a single word. So that if he had been ex-

pressly called God by the sacred writers, and not always contra-

distinguished from God, the sacred writers would have furaished

an occasion for inconsiderate men to put him in the place of the
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Supreme God." Now is there, in truth, the least appearance of

such cautions as this writer supposes, and as the case would plain-

ly require ? If Christians carefully read the texts which de-

clare the glory of their Saviour, feeling at the same time that

implicit confidence in revelation which God requires them to feel

;

will they not most certainly be led to ascribe to him divine per-

fection and honor ? The language which the inspired writers em-

ploy would be adapted to produce such an effect in any case

;

but most of all in this case. Now is it possible, that those holy

men, under the direction of infinite wisdom, should have employ-

ed language which naturally has this tendency, and has actually

produced this effect, had they meant to be understood as exclud-

ing Christ from being God? " If a writer," says Priestly, " ex-

presses liimself with clearness, and really means to be under-

stood, he camiot fail to be understood with respect to every

thing of consequence."

Here then you may see to what difficulty and perplexity we

should be reduced by embracing the scheme of Unitarians. The

inspired writers teach that there is one and only one God, mean-

ing to exclude, as Unitarians would have it, not only the idols of

the heathen, but the Lord Jesus Christ. And yet those same in-

spired writers, imder the infaUible guidance of the Spirit, use such

expressions concerning Christ, as naturally lead us to regard him

as God. And they use these expressions, without the least ap-

pearance of wishing to limit the sense, or to guard Christians

against carrying their esteem for their Saviour to the highest point

of reverence. Yea, they use these expressions with a manifest

design to elevate our minds to the most adoring views of his char-

acter, seeming to be never able to find terms strong enough to ex-

press their own religious veneration for him, or to excite proper

veneration in others. They speak familiarly in this manner res-

pecting Christ, when it is perfectly apparent, that those who feel

the greatest reverence for the Scriptures, will be the most likely to

mistake their meaning, and to worship him whom they intended

that no man should worship.

This is a fair statement of the difficulties to wliich the Socinian

scheme would reduce us.
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You perceive that they who hold this scheme, make no account

•whatever of those texts, which give the highest representations of

the glory of Christ. Their belief is just what it would be, if all

those texts were struck out of the Bible. Though the Bible de-

clares in the most unequivocal manner, that Christ is God, the

first and the last, the Creator and upholder of all things ; such

declarations give not the least information to Unitarians ; they

produce no effect upon their opinions, and are of no consideration

with them in explaining other parts of the sacred volume which

relate to the same subject. To the texts which declare the vmity

of God, they give the very same sense which they would give, if

those texts constituted the whole Bible. They hold the same opm-

ions of Christ which they would hold, if the Scriptures contained

nothing but those texts, which represent him as a man.

This is the spirit of Unitai'ianism. And this is the mode of

handling Scripture on which it depends.



LECTURE XX.

IMPORTANCE OF DERIVING OUR OPINIONS FROM THE WHOLE OF

WHAT SCRIPTURE TEACHES.

Having, in preceding Lectures, considered in a general way the

subject of the divine unity in its relation to the Trinity, we proceed

now to a more particular consideration of what the Scriptures re-

veal respecting tjiis peculiar mode of the divine existence. The

subject of the Trinity admits of being treated in two ways. The

firsl way is, to cite the texts which exhibit the three together, as

the form of Baptism and one of the Benedictions ; and then to

add those texts which indicate a plurality, and which, with the help

of the more exphcit texts before referred to, must be considered as

implying the doctrine of Trinity. The other way is, to take into

view what the Scriptures teach in relation to each of the three
;

first, in relation to the Father ; secondly, to the Son ; and thirdly,

to the Holy Spirit ; and then to consider the three in connection

with the divine unity. I propose to avail myself of the benefit of

both the methods. But as I attach special importance to the last

method, I shall dwell upon it more particularly and fully.

Now all Christians agree that the Father is truly God, possessed

of all the perfections of divinity. This then need not be particu-

larly argued, but may be taken as a settled point. No one doubts

that the Father is very God. And no one, but a Pantheist, doubts

his personality. We proceed then to what the Scriptures reveal

respecting the Son. And here, on account of the long continued

controversy in Christendom, we shall find it necessary to devote

much time to the momentous subject, and to investigate it patiently

and earnestly. This for the present is to be our theme. We are

VOL. I. 23
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to inquire what is the character of him who is the Saviour of sin-

ners, the Head of the church, our great High Priest, and the

Judge of the world. What can be more important than to obtain

just and Scriptural views of this glorious personage ! May the

divine Spirit, in the exercise of his pecuHar office, illuminate our

minds, and lead us to a true spiritual knowledge of the Son of

God.

As this is altogether a matter of pure revelation, our only in-

quiry will be, what say the Scriptures ? And if we would come to

a right conclusion, we must take care to derive our views of Christ's

character, not from a part, but from the whole of what the Scrip-

tures reveal.

In this Lecture, I shall dwell on this point, and shall endeavor to

illustrate the propriety and importance of deriving our views of

Christfrom the whole of what the Scriptures teach.

Consider then the obvious design of the Holy Scriptures, and

the manner in which they were written. If the Bible was not de-

signed to be taken as a whole, why was the whole written ? If

what is said in one part was deemed sufficient to afford all the in-

struction we need ; for what purpose were the other parts given ?

The supposition, that any one part of the Scriptures is, by itself,

without regard to the other parts, intended to afford us all neces-

sary light, is an impeachment of that infinite wisdom, under the

guidance of wliich all the parts of Scripture Avere written.

God has not seen fit, in any case, to give his creatures at once

all the instruction they need. Here, as elsewhere, his work is

progressive. The light of revelation was like that of the sun,

which first appears a glimmer in the east, and from that increases

to the brightness of noon-day. The Bible was written at divers

times, and in many different parts. Every succeeding part added

something to what was written before ; and all parts, taken together,

make known the articles of our faith.

The propriety of deriving our views from the whole of Scripture

will appear most clearly, when applied to subjects which are of a

complex nature, involving a great variety of parts, or relations. In

such a case, it is impossible that the subject should be well under-
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stood from a single text. Sometimes the complexity and obscurity

of the subject are such, that making it fully known requires dif-

ferent periods of time, and different modes of instruction. God,

in the exercise of his mercy, has been pleased to employ different

periods of time and different modes of instruction ; and has granted

us a volume, containing the substance of all that has been commu-

nicated by inspiration. If we would accord with the divine inten-

tion, we must never expect to derive from a single text, all the hght

"we need on a subject which is treated in many different texts.

This mode of inquiry I am sensible is unfavorable to indolence,

and to hasty conclusions ;— unfavorable to indolence, because it

requires diligent, careful and repeated attention to all parts of

revelation ; and unfavorable to hasty conclusions, because the opin-

ion which we might be ready to entertain from our first view of a

single text, must frequently be modified, and sometimes set aside,

by a consideration of the whole scope of Scripture.

I might illustrate the reasonableness of this mode of inquiry

respecting the character of Christ, from the fact that we adopt the

same mode of inquiry on other subjects. To determine the char-

acter of God, or the character of man, we take a general survey

of the Scriptures. Should we form our opinion of God from a few

texts only, say from those which represent him as angry, and re-

penting ; or our opinion of man from, those texts only, which de-

clare that he was created in the image of God ; we should fall into

great and hurtful mistakes.

This brings me to evince the importance of the principle laid

down above, from the consequences of neglectuig it. A great

multitude of errors w'hich have been propagated respecting Christ

in different ages, have been the consequence of men's deriving

their opinions of him from a part of Scripture, to the neglect of

other parts. Sects and disputants most opposed to each other,

may argue very plausibly and successfidly in support of their

respective schemes, if they are allowed to reason from single texts,

separate from other texts. In some instances, men who would not

be thought to neglect any part of the Bible, still manifest a dispro-

portionate regard to those parts which seem to favor their particu-
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lar scheme ; and whatever their pretensions maj be, 4o in reahty

take their notions from a set of favorite texts.

This error in the mode of reasoning is so frequent and pernicious,

and jet so subtle, and so little thought of, that I shall take pains

to expose it by referring to several examples.

I begin with the principal Socinian hypothesis respecting the

character of Christ ; wliich is, that Christ was a mere man, and

that he began to exist Avhen he was born in Bethlehem. This

hypothesis Socinians attempt to support by Scripture. But how ?

By citing the texts, which teach that Jesus Christ was a man, and

that he was born and hved and died hke other men. On such

texts as these they found their doctrine of the simple humanity of

Christ.

But in this argument they entirely neglect the principle, that

our religious belief is to be derived from a diligent and impartial

attention to all parts of Scripture. For they could not believe

that Christ is a mere man, if all parts of the Bible received an

equal portion of their regard ; inasmuch as the Bible, in some

parts, teaches that Christ existed before he was a man, and has a

nature above that of man, as clearly as it teaches, in other parts,

that he is a man.

It is allowed that the texts, on which the Socinians build their

scheme, do represent Christ as having all the characteristic prop-

erties of humanity, and prove him to be a real and proper man.

This is our doctrine. And if the Bible gave no other and no

higher representations of him, we should of necessity consider him

to be a man and nothing more
;
just as we consider Paul and

Moses to have been men and nothing more. But the Bible gives

other representations of Christ, and attributes to him the works

and properties of a being superior to man. The Socinian hypoth-

esis sets aside these higher representations, and rests wholly upon

texts of a lower import.

See now whether their belief is not exactly the same as it would

be, if the Bible contained those texts only, which represent Christ

as a man, who began to exist when he was born of Mary. You

cite the text where Christ said to the Jews :
" Before Abraham
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was, I am." But Socinus says this text means,— " before Abram

can be Abraham, that is the father of many nations, I must be

the Messiah." Grotius thinks it only means that Christ was before

Abraham in the divine decree. So they handle it. The text

teaches the preexistence of Christ. But with Socinians it has no

effect. It produces no alteration or modification of their belief,

that Christ was simply human. Their opinion of Christ is just

what it would be, if the Bible contained nothing to prove his pre-

existence.

You quote the first verse in John's Gospel :
" The word was

God." They say the word means, not Christ, Isut an attribute of

God.

You cite the texts which speak of Christ, as having come down

from heaven— as being the Lord from heaven— as having a glory

with the Father before the world was— as the creator and supporter

of all things in heaven and earth— as almighty, omniscient, and

omnipresent. Upon all these texts they put such a construction,

as will agree with their preconceived belief, that Christ is a mere

man. Did they pay an impartial regard to these texts, their views

of Christ, derived from other texts, would be modified and enlarg-

ed. They would indeed believe him to be a man, as those other

texts plainly teach. But they would be led, by these texts, to

believe that he possesses a character above that of man. By
common consent the Bible teaches the humanity of Christ. They

say it teaches nothing more. Thus in forming their creed, they

regard only one part of Scripture. The other parts, instead of

having any influence to extend or modify their faith, only give

exercise to their ingenuity in explaining them away, or in imposing

such a sense upon them as will not impugn their hypothesis.

Proceed now to the Arians. They believe that the Lord Jesus

Christ, though a being of a very exalted nature, was created by

God, or derived from God ; that he is, in his essence, distinct from

God, dependent upon him, and in all respects inferior to him. It

has been the belief of Arians, that the spirit of Christ preexisted,

and that this preexistent spirit animated his body, instead of a hu-

man soul. The Arians found their general hypothesis upon those

23*
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texts, which speak of Christ as the first bom of every creature, as

the image or manifestation of the invisible God, and the bright-

ness of his glory— connected with those which represent the Fa-

ther, as the one God and Father of all— as above all— as greater

than Christ— and Christ as under the authority of the Father,

and sent by the Father.

This scheme, though more elevated than that of Socinus, is

yet open to the same charge of resting upon one class of texts,

and passing over or superseding others. The texts which the Ari-

ans select do indeed prove beyond a doubt, that the Son is dis-

tinct from the Father, and subordinate to him ; that he is com-

missioned by him, and acts in his name. But the sense of these

texts is to be qualified by others which Arians neglect. Their

scheme is exactly what it would be, if the texts which make the

highest representations of the glory of Christ were expunged.

For although you cite passages which declare, that Christ is God—
passages which ascribe all divine perfections, names, titles, works

and honors to Christ, and which represent him as the object of re-

ligious worship ;
you produce no effect upon their minds. From

these texts, in connection with the others, we ought in all fair-

ness to conclude, that the subordination and inferiority of Christ

must be of such a nature, as to be consistent with his being par-

taker of the same perfections with the Father ; that his being a

child, born in the days of Herod, must be consistent with his be-

ing from everlasting ; that his being weak and dependent, and

needing the help of angels, must be consistent with his being the

Creator and Upholder of all things, even of those angels whose help

he needed ; that his dying must be consistent with his having life

unchangeably in himself; that his seeking the glory of the Father

must be consistent with his requiring all men to honor him, even

as they honor the Father. And this is the same as saying, that

the Scripture proves only that Christ is subordinate and inferior to

the Father in some respects, not that he is so in all respects.

Here the Arian hypothesis is evidently faulty, not being grounded

upon this combined sense of all the texts which relate to the sub-

ject. It overlooks the maxim, that our faith is to be derived, not

from a part, but from the whole of what the Bible teaches.
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There is yet another class of texts which relate to this point,

and go to prove in what sense the Son is subordinate and inferior.

I refer to those which represent Christ as laying aside the glory

which he had with the Father ; as humbling himself ; as becom-

ing man ; in short, as taldng upon him, by voluntary condescension,

that very character and office, in which he acted in subordination

to the Father. Now if it was his own voluntary act to become a

servant, wc conclude that, previously, he was not a servant ; that

the condition of a servant was not originally his, but was freely

entered into for the purpose of redemption. These texts then

plainly require, that those other texts, which speak of Christ as

subordinate and inferior, should be understood as relating to his

state of humihation— to his assumed character, not to his original

character and state. But the Arian hypothesis overlooks the texts

above mentioned. It is the same with Arians, as if the Bible, in

this matter, gave no explanation of itself, but left us to suppose

that those texts, wliich represent Christ as subordinate and infe-

rior, respect the highest glory of his character.

There is one point more, on which the Arians clearly rest their

hypothesis upon a few texts of Scripture, and those evidently

misunderstood. They hold that the preexistent spirit of Christ

was m his incarnation, united to a human body merely, that pre-

existent spirit, with the body, constituting the person of the Me-

diator, unthout a human soul. The texts which are supposed to

furnish support to this opinion are such as these :
" The word

was made flesh." " A body hast thou prepared me." " He
condemned sin in the flesh."

The asserters of this scheme neglect the principle of interpre-

tation above laid down, in two Avays. First ; they neglect the

explanation which is found of the yvord flesh, in a. variety of texts,

where it stands for the human nature complete, and is of the

same import with mariy or mankind. Again, they neglect those

texts, which represent Christ as having all the characteristics of

a human soul. Had they taken into account these two classes of

texts, and made use of them to explain and modify the meaning

of the few texts above mentioned ; they must have seen that, so
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far as Scripture is concerned, their sclieme is entirely destitute

of support.

Thus the Arian hypothesis is not built on the whole Scripture

taken together ; and it could never have been adopted, but from

the proneness of men to found their opinions upon a few texts

separately considered.

The opinion of the Docetae, which was also held by the

Gnostics, furnish another example of the most palpable neglect of

the principle above stated. This opinion was, that Jesus Christ

was bom, lived and died, not in reality, but only in appearance.

Now can it be, that the advocates of such an opinion had a single

text of Scripture to offer in its defence ? Undoubtedly they had.

And if the texts which they quoted were to be taken by them-

selves, they would furnish as plausible an argument in support of

this dream, as many other sectarians have to offer. The Docetae

could plead that, according to the Scriptures, Christ took upon

himthe/orm of a servant; that he was made in the likeness of

men, and that he was found in fashion as a man. Here, they

could say, the Apostle evidently teaches, that Christ was a man

and a servant only inform or appearance. It is unnecessary to

take pains to show what total disregard of the Scriptures gene-

rally is manifested in their reasoning, or what imposture it charges

upon Christ.

For the sake of illustrating still further the consequences of

neglecting the principle under consideration, I shall give one ex-

ample more. Some forty years since, certain individuals in New

England, very much in conformity with the scheme of James

Purves, and with the general views of the Arians, took upon them

to attack the common doctrine of the Trinity, and to assert, that

Jesus Christ is .the Son of Grod literally, that is, in the same

sense as Isaac was the son of Abraham. The texts which they

urged to support this notion, are those which represent Christ as

the Son of God, as God's own and only Son, and as begotten of

God. Their gi-and mistake was of the same nature with that

which I have been laboring to expose, that is, deriving a doctrine

from a part of Scripture, and not from a connected view of the

whole.
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There are several distinct classes of texts, which they ought to

have taken into view, before forming an opinion on this subject.

First, they ought to have considered those texts, which clearly

show that the phrases Son of God, begotten of God, etc., are gen-

erally used in a metaphorical sense, and which therefore furnish

a presumptive proof, that they are used metaphorically here.

Secondly, they ought to have considered the numberless texts,

which give such representations of the nature of God the Father,

as are totally irreconcilable with the idea, that he can be a Father,

or beget a son, in a literal sense, that is, ui the sense in which

Abraham was the Father of Isaac. Thirdly, they ought to have

considered those texts, which ascribe to Christ such attributes as

are inconsistent with his being a son literally ; and, fourthly,

those texts which in some degree explain the pecuUar sense, in

which the sonship of Christ is to be understood. Now whatever

may be the professions of those who contend for the literal sense

of Scripture relative to the sonship of Christ ; it is very clear

that their belief rests wholly upon a few select passages, and is

just what it would be, if the four classes of texts, above alluded

to, were expunged from the Bible. All they can offer in sup-

port of their opinion is, that the Bible declares frequently and

plainly that Christ is the Son of God, begotten of God, etc.

Whereas they ought particularly to inquire, whether revelation in

other parts casts any additional light on the subject, and informs

us in what sense Christ is the Son of God. To argue that be-

cause the Bible declares Christ to be the Son of God, therefore

he must be the Son of God in the same sense in which Isaac was

the son of Abraham, is just like arguing that, because the Bible

declares that God repented, therefore he repented in the same

sense in which Peter repented.

I have thus, in a few instances, noticed the consequences of

neglecting the rule above stated, namely, that our belief respect-

ing Christ should be derived, not from a part of Scripture, but

from a connected view of the whole. The rule will apply to any

other subject as well as to this. From the examples given it will

be manifest, that the neglect of this principle naturally leads to
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a multitude of clashing opinions ; and that there is scarcely any

error, which is not capable of being supported by plausible argu-

ments, if men are allowed to reason from a few solitary texts, to

the neglect of others which relate to the same subject.

If then this rule appears so reasonable, from a consideration of

the obvious design of the Scriptures, and the manner in which they

were written ; and from the fact, that we do and must observe the

same rule in our inquiries on other subjects ; and if consequences

so dishonorable to revelation, and so fatal to the cause of truth,

flow from the neglect of it ; certainly we ought to imprint it indeli-

bly upon our minds, and, in all our future investigations, to avail

ourselves of its salutary influence.



LECTURE XXI.

THE DANGER OF ANALOGICAL REASONING RESPECTING THE

TRINITY.

Men embrace error under the influence of a great variety of

causes. And a careful consideration of these causes of error may

be an important safeguard to those, who are inquiring after the

truth. In the last Lecture, I undertook to show that many are led

to entertain defective and erroneous opinions of Christ by an ex-

clusive or disproportionate regard to particular parts of Scripture.

I shall now treat of another cause which, either by itself, or in con-

nection with the one before considered, acts with great power,

though frequently in a very concealed manner, in misguiding ike

minds of men. I have already noticed the strong propensity, of

which all must be conscious, to judge of everything Avhich is of a

spiritual nature, by some analogy. There is no need of adding to

the remarks before made on the mischievous tendency of analogical

reasoning on moral and religious subjects generally. We are now

to consider it particularly in relation to the character of Christ,

and the doctrine of the Trinity. It will require but little time to

show, that the erroneous opinions, which are entertained on these

pomts, are occasioned more or less by the supposition of some anal-

ogy which does not exist.

The most powerful objection which has ever been urged against

the doctrine of three persons in one God is, that it is contrary to

analogy. Nothing like a Trinity of persons in the Godhead can

be found among created beings. This is the diSiculty. When

Unitarians say, there is an absurdity in the doctrine ; the absurdity

appears, on inquiry, to be nothing but a departure from analogy.
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Make any distinction respecting God, which corresponds with some-

thing foimd in man ; say, for example, that he has a variety of

attributes, of which men can form some notion from what they are

conscious of in themselves ; and they make no objection. How-
ever profound or inscrutable the object may be

;
yet if they can

perceive that it has an analogy to something which pertains to man,

they are satisfied. But as they have never known anything like

three persons in one man, they conclude that there cannot be three

persons in one Grod.

Turn your thoughts upon some of the various ways in which

theological writers have attempted to model this doctrine according

to analogy. This survey will clearly illustrate the influence of

analogical reasoning ; and will also account for it, that men are

predisposed to depend upon some particular parts of Scripture to

the neglect of other parts. For when, by means of some supposed

analogy, they become prepossessed in favor of a particular scheme,

they will be ready to seize upon everything which gives it support,

and to overlook or set aside everything which seems repugnant to it.

Consider, first, the attempt of the Sabellians to make the doc-

trine before us conformable to analogy. They saw that a Trinity,

or a threefold distinction of some sort respecting God, is plainly

brought to view in Scripture. But as there is nothing in human

nature or human society like a trinity of persons in one being

;

they imagined that a trinity of offices, or a tiinity of manifestations

is all which the sacred writers intend to teach. By this they

brought the doctrine to bear a manifest analogy to the case which

often occurs, of a man acting in several different offices or relations,

or developing his character in different ways. So gratified are

Sabellians with this analogical sense of trinity, and so fond of

maintaining it, that they disregard the plainest import of a great

proportion of the texts, which relate to the subject, and substitute

a very forced and unnatural interpretation ; as I shall undertake

to show more particularly in a subsequent Lecture. Their reason

for preferring this unnatural, forced interpretation is, that it makes

the doctrine agree with analogy. For the sake of this darhng

point, they seem willing to submit to any difficulties and absurdi-

ties.
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Arlans, finding this analogy unsatisfactory, adopt another.

They hold that the Son and Holy Spirit are created beings,

and instruments of divine power, as Moses and Aaron were. Their

trinity is God^ and two dependent beings produced by his power,

and endued by him Avith distinguished intellectual and moral attri-

butes. Thus they bring the doctrine within the compass of com-

mon analogy, that is, the analogy of God and created beings.

But some prefer a different analogy still. As the Bible fre-

quently calls Christ the Son of God, and speaks of the Father as

begetting the Son ; they conclude, as I have before noticed, that

the relation of the Father and the Son is exactly analogical to the

relation of a human father and son. Arians generally choose the

analogy of the creation of a finite, dependent being in the common

way. These last choose the analogy of literal sonsliip. The chief

propagator of this notion shows what is the groundwork of his rea-

soning, when he asks, " whether any man of candor can say, that

the sense he has given to the terms Son of God, is not the highest

sense wliich can possibly be given them, consistent with aiialogy."

Here you see the basis of the scheme. You must not go beyond

analogy.— As to the human nature of Christ in connection with

the superior spirit, both the forementioned sects make it analogous

to the union of the body and soul in man. The one believe that

a superior spirit created as other rational beings are,— the other,

that a superior spirit j^'^'oduced in a peculiar vianner, was, instead

of a human soul, luiited to a body. Both reject the doctrine of

the union of Christ's original, divine spirit with a real and perfect

man, not because there is any impossibility or absurdity in it, for

there is none ; but because it is so distant from any analogy which

their experience has furnished. The scheme which they adopt

gratifies their curiosity with a partial, though not a complete anal-

ogy. Although their hypothesis of the union of a superior spirit

to a human body does by no means account for the properties and

actions which Christ exhibited, or for the manner in which Scrip-

ture speaks of him ; they still cleave to it, because it does not

carry them away from all analogy. The analogy which the

Docetae seem to have respected, was that of spirits under the

VOL. I. 24
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fonner dispensation, assuming temporarily, for some special puT'

pose, a human shape or appearance. That Christ should put on

such an appearance they think more analogous to certain manifes-

tations formerly made to the people of God, than that he should

become a real man. But the boldest contenders for analogy are

the Socinians. As the Bible represents Christ to be a roan, they

insist upon a complete analogy between him and other men.

There must, in their view, be an analogy with respect to his birth
;

that is, he must, like every other man, have a human father, as

well as mother. And if any part of Scripture stands against this

analogy, it must be rejected as spurious. There must, according

to their scheme, be an analogy respecting the constitution of his

person. As other men are constituted merely of a human soul

and body ; so it must be with Christ. If he has superior wisdom,

it must be wholly by the same inspiration, which gave wisdom to

the prophets. If he has power and dominion, it must be hke the

power and dominion of Moses and David. His death must be

merely the death of a martyr. It can be nothing more than a

testimony to the truth of what he had taught for the benefit of

men. Whatsoever he does, and whatsoever the Bible says con-

cerning him, must be so understood as not to violate the common

analogy of human nature.

Thus men are forever feeling after some analogy, by which to

illustrate the doctrine of the Trinity, and particularly the charac-

ter of Christ ; and thus they forsake the safe guidance of revela-

tion.

If we attend to the word of God, and receive it in its plain,

unadulterated sense, we shall perceive that, in regard to the char-

acter and work of the Messiah, all analogy fails.

In the first place, his relation to God the Father has no real

and strict analogy. It is in various respects unlike the relation of

any created being to God. The relation of a created being to

God commences in time. But Christ was with God in the begin-

ning. The relation of a creature originates in the derivation of

his being from God. But the relation which Christ, considered as

the Logos, bears to the Father, rests primarily upon his participa-
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tlon of the same divine nature. So that it is the relation of one

who is essentially equal, and, in respect to nature, identical.

Whereas the relation of every created being to God, is the relation

of one essentially and infinitely inferior.

The relation of Christ to the Father has no strict analogy to the

relation, which any created being bears to another. The relations

amons created beiniirs are indeed made use of to set forth the

relation of Christ to the Father ; as for example, the relation of

a son, and a servant. But Christ does not strictly stand in the

relation of a human son to his father, or of a human servant to his

master ; although these relations make known some of the proper-

ties or effects of Christ's relation to the Father. The Bible makes

an essential difference between the pecuhar relation of a son, and

that of a servant ; and represents the one as exclusive of the

other. If then Christ were a servant in this appropriate sense, it

would be incompatible with his being a son ; or if he were a son,

it would be incompatible with his being a servant. But he is

spoken of as both a servant and a son ; which is sufficient to show,

that he is neither the one nor the other in the strict and literal

sense. In other words, there is no literal and strict analogy

between the relation of Christ to his father, and that of a human

son to his father, or of a servant to his master. Though some of

the effects and circumstances of the relation may be similar, the

nature and ground of it are materially different.

Secondly. The peculiar office of Christ has no real and strict

analogy. Though various intelligent beings exercise benevolence,

or labor to promote the happiness of others
;
yet none, besides

Christ, ever exercised benevolence in the way of making a true

and proper atonement for sin. Many have, for the benefit of

others, endured much evil not deserved according to civil law.

But no moral agent, except Christ, ever endured, either for his

own improvement, or for the benefit of others, what he did not

deserve, in other words, what was not just and right, according to

divine law. Many have employed the created nature given them

by God, for the good of others. But the voluntary assumption

'of a created nature by Christ, for the very purpose of becoming
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capable of promoting the good of sinners by vicarious sufferings, is

a thing never known before or since. Perfectly holy bemgs have

lionored the law of God by obedience to its precepts ; and trans-

oressors by suffering its penalty. But in no instance, except that

of Christ, did any one, perfectly obedient to the law, ever honor it

by suffering. I might multiply instances. But it is sufficient for

my purpose just to show, that there is no strict analogy between

the work of Christ, as a Redeemer, and that of any other being.

This peculiarity results from the fact, that his relation to God and

to sinners is materially different from that which any other being

ever sustained, and the particular end he pursued different from

what was ever pursued in any other case.

Thirdly ; the constitution of the person of the Mediator is a

departure from all analogy. From one class of texts, we learn

that he was a true and proper man. Other texts exhibit him as

possessing all the properties of Divinity. Here analogy entirely

fails. In no other instance were natures and attributes, so widely

different, ever united in one person. This wonderful person, with

reference to one part of his character, is God, by whom all things

were created. With reference to another part of his character,

he, the same person, is called a child, a man. He has life in

himself, and is the same yesterday, to-day, and forever ; and yet

he dies and is buried. He is over all, God blessed forever ; and

yet is a man of sorrows and acquainted with grief. These rep-

resentations cannot apply to any other being, created or uncreated.

The fact that the Scriptures make such representations of Christ,

is sufficient proof that there is no analogy, as to the constitution

of his person, between him and any other being.

The foregoing remarks are sufficient to answer the particular

ends I have had in view.

1. They are sufficient to show that Christ is a person, and that

he acts in an office, sui generis. On these subjects the language

of the Scriptures is very remarkable and singular, and proves clear-

ly, that Christ sustains a character and office altogether peculiar.

2. These remarks are sufficient to show, that other peculiari-

ties, not here noticed, may naturally be expected ; at least, that
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the occurrence of them need not occasion any surprise. If the

Bible represents Christ as so diverse from all other beings in the

leading traits of his character ; it is reasonable to suppose that

other differences will follow of course.

3. The remarks I have made are. sufficient to account for it

very satisfactorily, that men who regulate their opinions respectmg

Christ by analogy, fall into one or another of the false opinions

above mentioned ; and they show what reason we have to be on

our guard against this fruitful source of error. Every attempt

we make to bring the character and work of Christ to bear a

strict analogy to the character and work of any other being, is

stamped with weakness, and will lead us astray from the truth.

Particular instances of this have been given. But I wish to fix

it in your minds as a universal maxim, that, as no attempt is made

by the sacred writers, none should ever be made by us, to ex-

plain exactly the relation which Christ bears to the Father,

the constitution of his person, or the office he executes, hy any

analogy tvhatever. Every attempt of this kind is as absurd,

as an attempt to account for the miracles of Moses and of

Christ by magnetism or electricity.

The principle I have endeavored to estabhsh is one of great

practical importance, as it will prepare us to receive the peculiar

instruction which the Scriptures give of the Saviour, without any

doubt, and to communicate it to others, without any mixture of

human speculations.

24*



LECTURE XXII.

THE HUMANITY OF CHRIST PROVED, AND DEFENDED AGAINST

ARIANISM.

In my attempt to exhibit the character of Jesus Christ, I shall

first lay before you the evidence of his true and proper hu-

manity.

Now what is the evidence of humanity in other cases ? How
do you become satisfied, that a person with whom you have long

been acquainted, is a true and proper man, and not a being of

some other order ? It is, you will say, by uniformly observing

in him the properties and actions which belong to the human spe-

cies. What these properties and actions are is obvious to all.

Suppose you have a brother, with whom you have lived many

years. Do you think yourself liable to misjudge respecting his

belonging to the human species ? You have seen that he has the

shape, the senses, and motions of a man. You have seen too

that he possesses the intellectual and moral faculties, which char-

acterize the human species. This evidence satisfies you.

When we judge respecting the manhood of one whom we never

saw, we rely on the testimony of competent witnesses. For ex-

ample; we are convinced that Moses and Paul were real and

proper men, because we have confidence in the sacred writers

who call them men, and who relate those things of them, which

are characteristics of human nature.

The testimony of the Scriptures respecting Christ may be ar-

ranged in the following order.

1. They often call him a man. They say that he is a man of
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sorrows ; that he is a man approved of God ; that there is one

mediator between God and man, the man Christ Jesus. See

also Acts 17: 31. 13: 30. Heb. 10: 12.

2. He is called the son of man. " The son of man hath not

where to lay his head."— " The son of man hath power to for-

give sm."— " The son of man is Lord even of the Sabbath."—
" The son of man shall be betrayed."— " Now is the son of man

glorified."— "I see the son of man standing on the right hand

of God."

3. It is implied in the representation of the inspired writers,

that Jesus Christ had \he form and features of a man. This ap-

pears from the general story of his life, as well as from those texts

which declare that he was made in the likeness of men, and was

found in fashion as a man.

4. It is also imphed that he had all the senses of a man.

5. To him belonged all the properties and states wliich belong

to man in his animal nature. He was hungry, thirsty, and

weary. He rested. He slept. He died. He was dead.

6. He performed all the common actions of a man, as eating,

drinking, walking, conversing, etc.

7. He was subject to all the trials, pains, and sorrows of a

man.

8. He sustained human relations,— the relation of a son, a

brother, a friend ; and he exercised the affections and performed

the duties belonging to those relations.

9. He had the mind of a man. By diligent attention to the

Scriptures, and under the instruction of his parents, and the

teaching of the Holy Spirit, he rapidly increased in wisdom,

and at the age of twelve years gave signs of extraordinary im-

provement. He knew things in the natural and in the spiritual

world, as a man. He had a human memory, judgment, and im-

agination. His intellectual and mental habits were human.

There is as satisfactory evidence that he had a human mind,

as that he had a human body. And to suppose that he had a

human mind in appearance only, but not in reality, implies as

heavy a charge of deception against him, and against his biog-



284 HUMANITY OF CHRIST

raphers, as to suppose that he had only the appearance of a

body.

All the above mentioned positions are established by the simple

history of Christ, -written by plain, honest men, who were under the

greatest advantages to know the truth, and were secured against

all liability to mistake, by the Spirit of God. If we take the in-

spired volume for our guide, we shall be as fully satisfied, that

Jesus Christ was a real and proper man, as that Moses or Paul was

so. I mean now to be understood in the most obvious and perfect

sense. I mean to say Christ was a man in every respect and in

every degree. Everything bodily and mental Avhich constitutes a

perfect man, belonged to him. There is no danger of our going

too far in ascribing real and proper manliood to Christ. And when

we assert the manhood of Christ so strongly, we are in no danger

of interfering with any other truth. Indeed our admitting the full

and obvious sense of what the Scriptures declare respecting the

humanity of Christ, will best prepare the way for rightly under-

standing what they declare respecting the higher points of his char-

acter.

No valid objection against the perfect human nature of Christ

can be derived from the circumstance of his miraculous conception.

If Adam was a perfect man without either a human father or

mother ; Jesus surely might be a perfect man without a human

father. Had it pleased God to create Moses as he did Adam ; we

should not have considered him, on that account merely, as any

the less a man. In all such cases, the question is, what the person

actually was, not how he became such.

Here it might be proper to close my remarks on the humanity

of Christ, did not my duty require me, according to the Statutes of

this Seminary, to maintain the truths of the Christian religion in

opposition to the various forms of error which have disturbed the

church.

The hypothesis of the Arians is the most plausible of any, which

stand in opposition to the common doctrine of Christ's humanity.

The Arians hold that the man Christ Jesus was constituted by the

union of the pre-existent spirit of Christ with a human body merely,
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without a proper human soul ; or that the Logos became man by

becoming the soul of a human body.

In considering this hypothesis, I propose, in the first place, to

state the principal considerations which He against it ; and then to

examine the arguments by Avhich its advocates labor to support it.

The general consideration which Ues against the Arian hypothe-

sis is, that it does not account for the actions and properties which

are attributed to Christ in the Holy Scriptures, The sacred Avriter?

teach, that he uniformly exhibited the properties and performed the

actions of a man. Now it is altogether unphilosophical to suppose,

that properties and actions, strictly human, could have resulted

from a nature so widely different from the nature of man, as the

Arians represent the nature of Christ to be. Human properties

and actions result from a human soul and a human body united.

This union of soul and body constitutes man, and gives rise to all

human properties and actions. But how can human properties and

actions arise from a nature, in which a divine, omniscient spirit, as

the Arians consider the spirit of Christ to be, or in which the true

Godhead of Jehovah, as the modem Sabellians think, is substituted

for a human soul ?* From the same corporeal constitution the same

corporeal phenomena might result. But how can sameness of cor-

poreal constitution account for the sameness of any phenomena,

except those which are purely corporeal ?— How do we know that

any individual person has a human mind? Having first become

satisfied from our oAvn consciousness and observation what are the

characteristic properties of the human mind, we inquire whether

these properties are uniformly exliibited by that particular person.

If they are, our conclusion must necessarily be, that he has a human

mind. In this manner we judge respecting all those who are de-

scribed in history, as well as those with whom we have a personal

acquaintance.

Unquestionably there are appropriate, characteristic properties

* I have here alluded to that form of Sal)ellianism, which was adopted by Schlei-

ennacher, and which seems to be favored by some individuals in our own country,

because it is evident that the general reasoning which I use against Arianism may,

with equal propriety, be used against this modem form of Sabellianism.
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of a human mind, as well as of a human body. When a body ex-

hibits certain properties, we conclude, without any doubt, that it is

the body of a man. When a mind exliibits certain phenomena,

we conclude with equal certainty, that it is the mind of a man.

We judge as easily and as surely in one case, as in the other. Now

if the properties and actions of Jesus Christ were such, as led

those who knew him to regard him as a man, and such as would

lead us, in any case, to conclude that the subject of them is in all

respects human ; why should we not form the same conclusion here ?

The Arian hypothesis not only fails of accounting for the prop-

erties and actions of the man Christ Jesus, but is inconsistent

with them. The common phenomena of a divine, omniscient spirit

united with a human body, must be extremely diverse from the

phenomena of the same body united to a human soul— as really

diverse, as the nature of a divine, omniscient spirit is from the

nature of a human spirit.

But after this general view, I must proceed to urge several par-

ticular considerations against the Arian scheme.

First ; I argue against it, from the circumstances of the child-

hood of Christ. It is a fact which few will call in question, that

the child Jesus, like other children, received instruction from his

parents ; that when he began to read and hear the word of God,

he had but an imperfect understanding of it ; and that it was by

means of the pious instructions which he enjoyed, accompanied

with a special divine blessing, that his mind was gradually though

rapidly improved, so that at the age of twelve he had attained to

a degree of knowledge, which astonished those around him.

This general fact respecting the childhood of Jesus is clearly

proved by the two following texts : Luke 2: 40. "And the child

grew and waxed strong in spirit, filled Avith wisdom ;

" ver. 52.

" And Jesus increased in wisdom and stature, and in favor with

God and man." In the first of these verses, the same is said of

Jesus, as was said in the preceding chapter of John the Baptist.

Doubtless the signification of the terms in both cases is the same.

Ascertain what it was for John to wax strong in spirit, and you

ascertain what it was for Jesus to wax strong in spirit. The phrase
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implies mental improvement— growth in knowledge and virtue.

This sense of the phrase as applied to Christ, is confirmed bj the

other passage quoted ;
" Jesus increased in wisdom." Here we

have positive evidence in support of the statement above made

respecting the childhood of Jesus. Add to this, that none of the

inspired writers furnish the least evidence against it.

But how totally inconsistent is this Avith the hypothesis of the

Arians ! Can an omniscient mind, such as they hold the mind of

Christ to have been, need or receive instruction ? Can that same

almighty spirit, by whom all things were made, be said to wax
strong ? Can that same mind, in which dwelt the fulness of divine

wisdom, increase in wisdom ? Can that spirit, which possessed

the fulness of divine excellence before the foundation of the world,

grow in favor with God ?

There is no way to render the Arian hypothesis consistent, in

any degree, with the simple story of the Evangehsts respecting

the childhood of Jesus, but by supposing that the appearances

which Jesus exhibited of childlike docility, and of increasing in

knowledge and moral worth, were deceptive ; or else by supposing

that the preexistent spirit of Christ lost its fulness of divine knowl-

edge and strength, by becoming incarnate— that it underwent

such a mighty change, that those intelligent and active powers,

which were competent to create a universe, were all reduced to

the compass of an infant's mind. According to this view of the

subject, the humiliation of Christ consisted chiefly, not in the

assumption of human nature into connection with his superior spirit,

but in the transformation of that superior spirit into the soul of an

infant.

Secondly ; I urge agamst the. Arian hypothesis all those texts

which declare Christ to be a man, the seed of Abraham, the son

of David, etc. I connect these together, because they undoubt-

edly mean the same thing. When the Scriptures represent Christ

as the seed of Abraham and of David, they represent him as of

the same species with them— a man descended from Abraham

and David. If they were human, so was he. Determine the

constituent parts of their humanity, and you determine the con-
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stituent parts of his. The question then returns ; what is a

human being, a man ? Now it is certain that when any one

speaks of a man, as David, or Paul, he does not mean a body

without a mind, nor does he mean a body of some other species
;

nor does he mean a mind of some other order. The body of a

man is and must be a human body. The mind of a man is and

must be a human mind— human in all its faculties, and in its

modes of acting.

But according to the Arian hypothesis, those texts which repre-

sent Jesus of Nazareth to be a man, the son of man, the seed of

Abraham and of David, must be understood in an unnatural and

strange sense. Jesus was a man, and the son of man ; but not

really and properly so. He had nothing in common with the

nature of man, but the animal part. As to mind, the chief con-

stituent of man, he was not human. While human nature, in every

other instance, consists of a human mind united with a human

body ; the human nature of Christ consisted merely of a human

body. The only mind united with this body, was a divine, omnis-

cient mind. As an intelligent, moral being, he was not man.

Consequently, no intelligent or moral action or property could be

justly predicated of him, as a man ; in other words, no moral action

or property of his could be human.

My third argument against the Arian scheme is drawn from the

fact that Christ was strengthened hy an angel. Luke 22: 43.

"And there appeared an angel vmto him from heaven, strengthen-

ing him." This took place when Jesus was in great dejection and

anguish of mind. The account implies, that the weakness and

distress which called for the friendly aid of an angel, was chiefly

mental. This fact can in no way be reconciled with the scheme of

the Arians, They consider the Logos to be the highest of created

beings. Dr. Clarke, and all those who adopt the substance of his

theory, consider the mind or spirit of Christ as omnipotent and

divine, though derived from God the Father. According to their

belief, this divine, omnipotent spirit became the mind or soul of

Jesus— the only intelligent or moral nature which he had. His

power, except that which was purely c9rporeal, was the power of

I&
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the Logos, that almighty spirit by whom all things were made.

But how could the Lord Jesus Christ, considered in this high char,

acter, need the assistance of an angel ? How could he receive

strength from a being, who was created and supported by his own

power ? How could an accession of power be imparted from a

created being to him who created him ? All things were not only

made, but sustained by Christ. While he was at Gethsemane, as

well as at all other times, his unchangeable power supported the

angels, and gave them all the power they possessed. And yet

one of them came to strengthen him !— a creature to strengthen

the Creator

!

The fact of Christ being strengthened by an angel, can never

be made consistent, but by admitting, according to the plain import

of Scripture, that he possessed a nature and an intelligent nature

too, which was subject to weakness— a weakness which called for

support from the ministration of an angel. If we consider him as

a real and proper man, the appearance of an angel to strengthen

him occasions no difficulty. But on the Arian principle, we shall

be compelled to suppose, that there was a transformation of his

superior nature ; that in his incarnation, he, the divine Logos, was

not only connected with a human body, but was, by that connec-

tion, deprived of his original mental power, and of all his distin-

guishing attributes, and changed, for a time, into a mere human

soul.

My fourth argument against the Arian scheme arises from the

representation of Scripture, that the Holy /Sjjirit was ffiven to

Christ to qualify him for his ivork. I shall quote only two texts.

John 3: 34. " He whom God hath sent, speaketh the words of

God, for God giveth not the spirit by measure unto him." Isa.

11: 2, 3. " And the Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, the

spirit of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of counsel and

might, the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of the Lord ; and

shall make him of quick understanding in the fear of the Lord."

According to these representations, the Spirit was given to Christ

to prepare him for his office as mediator. But if Christ, instead

of a human mind, had that exalted spirit by which the worlds were

VOL. I. 25
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made, and to which Avians ascribe infinite knowledge and hohness

;

then how could he need, or be capable of receiving, such commu-

nications of the Spirit ? " The Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon

him, the spirit of Avisdom and understanding— and shall make
him of quick understanding in the fear of the Lord." The Spirit

of the Lord shall make a divine, omniscient mind of quick under-

standing ! He shall give wisdom to that exalted mmd, which

before had wisdom enough to frame the worlds !

This difficulty is in a moment removed by the common doctrine

of Christ's human nature. For if he was in respect to mmd as

well as body, a true and proper man, he was not only capable of

receiving, but needed, the gift of the Holy Spirit to qualify him

for the work which he had to perform in his human nature.

Finally. The Arian hypothesis is inconsistent with all those

texts, which represent Chi-ist as assuming our nature for the pm*-

pose of becoming a Saviour. An inspired writer says ; "It be-

hooved Christ in all things to be made like unto his brethren, that

he might be a merciful and faithful High Priest in things per-

taining to God, to make reconciliation for the sins of the people."

But how was Christ in all things like his brethren, if he was like

them only in corporeal form ? And how could his being like them

in corporeal form qualify him to be a merciful and faithful High

Priest in things pertaining to God, and to make reconciliation for

the sins of the people ? The office of High Priest was a spiritual

office. The work of reconciliation was of a rational, moral nature.

The High Priest of man must "in all things be made like unto his

brethren "— must, in all respects, be a man ; a man in respect to

mind, as well as body. How could a mere human body qualify hun

to be under that law which was directed to mind ? And how could

a divine mind qualify him to be under that law which was formed

for the human mind, and which, in several instances, required

those peculiar duties which result from the properties and relations

of a human being ?

Here agaha the defenders of the Arian scheme, to give them-

selves any appearance of consistency, must suppose that the su-

pj.anjehc or divine muid of Jesus was, at his birth, transmuted,
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literally and truly transmuted into a human mind, and so re-

mained at least during the time of his humiliation.

To sum up the whole : I refer you again to the various direct

proofs which have been given of Christ's proper humanity, that is,

of his possessing a human mind, as well as a human body. All

the properties he exhibited of such a mind, are manifestly incon-

sistent with every scheme which implies that such a mind did not

belong to him.

The principal arguments in favor of the Arian hypothesis res-

pecting the humanity of Christ, wiU now be considered.

I shall first remark on one or two general assertions, which have

been used relative to this subject. One is this :

—
" If the Son

of God became united to a proper man, the son and the man

were two distinct btelligences, and the union would properly be a

union of two persons." But who has any reason to say, that prop-

er divinity and proper humanity may not be united in one person ?

Everything which is said in the Scriptures concerning Christ im-

plies, that, however constituted, he was one person, as much so,

as Moses or Paul ; and the question, how he was constituted, is

altogether a question of fact, and we must receive our information

concerning it from the Bible. If the infallible word of God in-

forms us, tlat Christ preexisted a divine person, and, as such, acted

in the creation, and government of the world, and that he after-

wards became incarnate, called himself a man, and uniformly

exhibited all the properties of man ; the fair conclusion is, that

divinity and humanity were joined in a personal union, or, that

the divine Logos assumed complete human nature mto a personal

union with himself.

It is important to remember that the human nature of Christ

never existed hy itself, that is, in a state of separation from his

divme nature. And as it never had a separate existence, it never

had a separate personality. It was created, and from the first

existed, m a state of union with divinity. Accordingly, to speak

of two distinct persons being united in Christ, or to represent

Christ's human nature, or the man Christ Jesus, as having had a

personal existence and agency separate from the divine Logos,

is totally inadmissible.
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As Trinitarians have held that, in the union of divinity with

humanity, the divine nature did not become human nature, or was

Qot changed into human nature ;
— " it will hence appear" says

an Arian writer, " that the Son of God did not become man^

but only became united to a man." Yet the same writer repre-

sents the Scripture phrase, that "• the word was made flesh," to

mean, not that the Logos was changed into flesh, but that he be-

came united with flesh, or assumed a body into union with himself.

If this is correct, as I presume no one will doubt, then why is it

not correct to express the union between the divine nature and

the human nature by saying, the Son of God became man. The

remark respects the phraseology merely.

Let us now examine some of the particular arguments which

are used in support of the Arian hypothesis, " that the Son of

God became man by becoming the soul of a human body."

First. " If the man Christ Jesus had been united to a second di-

vine and self-existent person ; we might reasonably expect to find

in some of his discourses a distinct mention of that union. But

in no instance did he intimate that he was united to any divine

person but the Father."

Reply. We may with the same propriety affirm, that if the

Son of God became man by becoming the soul of a human body

;

he would, in some of his discourses, have mentioned that union
;

but that he never did mention it. Let me say, however, that the

proper question is not, whether any one particular part of reve-

lation expressly mentions the union of divinity and humanity in the

person of the jVIediator ; but whether the Bible, taken as a whole,

clearly implies it.

Second Arian argument. " Had the Son of God become man

in no other sense than by taking to himself a true body and a rea-

sonable soul, and had he been, as Trinitarians suppose, personally

the independent God ; he could not with any propriety have as-

serted his personal dependence."

This is as much as to say, that Christ cannot be divine and inde-

pendent in one respect, while he is human and dependent in another

respect;— and, generally, that no being can be spoken of as
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one thing in one point of -vnew, and another materially different, in

another point of view. A sufficient confutation of this principle

is found in the common modes of speech respecting man. Man is

an intellectual being, and a corporeal being. He is spiritual, and

he is material. He is mortal, and he is immortal. Every body

uses and justifies such language, upon the principle that a being

may be one thing in one respect, and something very different in

another respect. The advocates of the Arian theory find it neces-

sary to resort to this very principle. They speak of Christ, as the

Son of God by whom the worlds were made, and as the seed of

Abraham, born in Judea in the days of Herod. How strange to

say, that Christ was before Abraham— that he was in the beginning

with God ; and yet that he was the seed of Abraham ! How do

they reconcile these different views ? Precisely upon the principle

"

which we adopt ; namely, that different properties or aspects of

character may be predicated of Christ, considered in different re-

spects. Christ, whom in respect to his highest character they hold

to have been the Son of God, a divine being, before the world was,

" is," they say, " the seed of Abraham only according to the flesh,

or in respect to the flesh." So Trinitarians represent the Lord

Jesus Christ as, in one respect, God, almighty and everlasting

;

and, in another respect, a being of yesterday, dependent, and of

limited power.

The third Arian argument to be examined is allied in principle to

the ancient error of the Docetae. " Angels were called men, be-

cause they appeared in the Ukeness of men, that is, in an embodied

state. And if angels were called men, because of a transient or

occasional residence in bodies of human form, the Son of God

might properly be called the son of man, on account of his permar

nent residence in a human body."

Now if this argument proves anything, it proves that Christ no

more jwssessed a real and proper humanity, than those angels, who

occasionally assumed the appearance of men. In opposition to this,

I maintain that, in the case of the angels, the mere appearance of

men, without the reality, was sufficient to answer the purpose in-

tended, and that a supposition like this well accords with the a<>-

25*
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count given of the transaction. Whereas, in the case of Christ,

there was a necessity, resulting from the nature of his work, that

he should be a man, not in appearance only, but in reality.— There

is another obvious diiference. Those angels exhibited none of the

phenomena of human nature, except transiently appearing and act-

ing as men. And we may reasonably suppose that appearance was

temporarily assumed, without any particle of real human nature,

for the sake of rendering their message less appalling to those Avho

were to receive it. But Christ uniformly and permanently exhibit-

ed all the properties of real human natui-e, those of mind, as well

as those of body. So that there is good reason to believe, that the

angels were, at particular times, called men^ purely on account of

the human form in which they appeared, without sujsposing they

really possessed human nature. While there is not the least room

to believe, that Christ was called man for any reason, but for pos-

sessing the perfect reality of human nature.

The fourth Arian argument is this :— " The Scripture accounts

of the incarnation of the Son of God contam no intimation, that

he took to himself a true body and a reasonable soul ; but the con-

trary is plainly suggested. ' The word was made jiesh.'' ' God

had sworn to David, that of the fruit of his loins, according to the

jiesh, he would raise up Christ.' ' Whose are the fathers, and of

whom, as concerning the jiesh, Christ came.' Why are these

phrases inserted, but to teach us that our Lord is the seed of Abrar

ham and David only according to the flesh, or in respect to the

flesh."

Here it becomes necessary to inquire into the Scripture use of

the word jiesh. For if its sense is found to be various, and espe-

cially if the prevailing sense is different from that which is assumed

in this argument of Ai'ians ; we cannot admit that the argument is

conclusive.

A careful examination of the various texts where the word jiesh

is found, will show, that the instances are comparatively few, in

which it can be supposed to denote the body merely, although this

is its Uteral sense. Sometimes it signifies man, considered as im-

potent and frail. Frequently if not generally, when used in appli-



DEFENDED AGAINST ARIANISM. 295

cation to moral subjects, it signifies human nature, considered as

corrupt. " The fruits of the flesh are these," says the apostle,

—

enumerating various sins which result from the moral corruption of

man. " That which is born of the flesh is flesh," sajs Christ,

—

contrasting flesh with spirit, or spiritual excellence, and showing

that the production of man's depraved nature is a depraved nature

hke^\ise.

In very many, if not most places, the word flesh is used to de-

note man, or 7nankind merely. " All flesh had corrupted his way."
" Unto thee shall all flesh come." " Let all flesh bless his holy

name forever." " I will pour out my spirit upon all flesh," " All

flesh shall see the salvation of God." In these and similar places,

" all flesh" means all men. In such passages, man is denominated

from his visible part. Or he is denominated flesh, because that

word is significant of the visible state or condition in which he is

now placed. Other senses of the Avord somewhat different might

be pointed out.

If then the vford flesh has such a variety of senses, and if such

are the senses most prevalent in the Scriptures ; what right has

any man to reason upon the supposition, that in the passages re-

ferred to by the Arians, it means a body merely, m distinction

from a mind ? Whether the word flesh has this signification or

not, is the question to be considered. Instead of taking it for

granted that it has this signification, we ought to weigh well the

particular reasons which show that it has not.

The first is, that in Scripture use, this is not its most common
signification. The second is, that there is nothing in the context

which requires this signification. The third is, that all which the

Scriptures teach concerning Christ in his incarnate state, leads to

a contrary result. He is represented to be a man ; is called a

man ; is called so emphatically ; he exhibits uniformly all the

properties of a man, both bodily and mental, and performs a work

which most evidently requires the reality of human nature. Now
if everything, which characterizes the Son of God incarnate,

shows that he was indeed a man ; then the* text which declares

that " the word was made flesh," or that he came into an incar-
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nate state, must signify that he became man, or came into a state

of manhood ; and the text which declares that he was the seed

of Abraham according to the flesh, must signify that he was so

in respect of his human nature, or, considered as a man.

Now the following argument is of the same kind with that of

the Arians above mentioned, and is just as conclusive. The

Scripture declares, that Christ poured out his so it^ unto death;

that his soul was made an offeringfor sin. Soul in these places

mu^t mean soul or spirit merely, in distinction from body. There-

fore the sacrifice of Christ consisted in his offering up a soul

without a body.

The personal identity of the Son of God and the son of man

has been urged in favor of the Arian hypothesis. Much paina

has been taken to prove, what no man in his senses ever thought

of denying, that the Son of God and the son of man is one and

the same person ; and this personal identity has been supposed to

be inconsistent with the common position of Trinitarians, that " the

Son of God became man by taking to himself a true body and

a reasonable soul." " The orthodox doctrine," says Purves,

" ascribes two natures to Christ, each of which, separately consid-

ered, has all the properties necessary to constitute personality."

" This," he says " is very evident ; for a complete person is said

to take a true body and a reasonable soul. Now every one must

know, that a true body and a reasonable soul is a complete person.

There must therefore, according to this doctrine, be not only a

union of natures, but also of persons ; so that the Lord Jesus

Christ consists of two persons, or else two persons are one per-

son."

The grand flaw in this argument, as I have before intimated,

is the supposition, that the human nature of Christ did in fact

once exist separately from his divine nature. It is readily grant-

ed, that the human nature of Christ, consisting of a true body

and reasonable soul, must have constituted by itself a complete

person, if it had ever existed by itself, separatelyfrom the divine

nature. But it novel" had that separate existence ; of course, it

never had a separate personality. And if his human nature nev-
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er had a separate and distinct personality, there was no such

thing as the uniting of two distinct persons. How then is the po-

sition, that " the Son of God became man by taking to himself

a true body and a reasonable soul," inconsistent with the acknowl-

edged truth, that the Son of God and the son of man is one and

the same person ? How can it be asserted to be inconsistent, un-

less it can be shown to be impossible for a personal union to be

constituted between a divine nature and a human nature ? But

who can prove this impossibility ? Who has ever offered any

thing as evidence, but bare assertion ?

The nature, consistency and practical results of this union will

be more particularly considered in a subsequent Lecture.

One of the main arguments urged in support of the Arian the-

ory is founded on the passage Phil. 2: 7, 8. " He took upon

him the form of a servant, and was made in the hkeness of men.

And beingJbund in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and

became obedient unto death." In the opinion of an Arian wri-

ter, these phrases clearly prove, that the Son of God did not

become a real man, but only assumed a human body. The

likeness a^nd fashion of a man, according to this interpretation,

stands in opposition to the reality of a man, denoting outward

form or appearance only.

On this argument I shall detain you but a short time. What
then are we to understand by Christ's being made in the likeness

of men ? Macknight says :
" This does not imply that Christ had

only the appearance of a man ; for the word ofiOKafia often de-

notes sameness of nature. Schleusner renders it, " he was made

a true man, verus homo, possessing real human nature, and hur

man jproperties and adjuncts.^' Adam begat a son in his own

likeness. Here sameness of nature is plainly intended, not like-

ness in appearance or in bodily constitution merely. " Elias was

a man subject to like passions as we are ; that is, to passions of the

same kind. " The second commandment is like unto the first,"

that is, of the sa7ne general nature, requiring an affection of

the same kind.

When in common discourse we say that all men are alike, we
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do not mean to point out a resemblance in appearance, in contra-

distinction to reality, but to affirm that men are really of the

same nature ; of the same nature universally, unless we add some

limitation, or unless some limitation arises from the circumstances

of the case.

Thus then the matter stands. The apostle asserts that Christ

was made in the likeness of men. We contend that the likeness

mentioned, denotes a real resemblance, a sameness of nature,

mental as well as corporeal. And in support of this position, we

cite other texts ; one of which asserts, that " in all things it be-

hooved Christ to be made like to his brethren ;" and others

which, in various forms, and very explicitly, call him a man, not

a man's appearance, or a man's body, but a man ; and ascribe

to him all the properties of a man, consisting of body and

soul.

I shall only add here, that if the principle of exposition which

the Arians adopt on this passage, be admitted, it will prove the

doctrine of the Docetae, that Christ had only the appearance or

similitude of a hody^ and not a real body ; and that the human

properties he exhibited, and all his actions and sufferings as a man,

were only in appearance.



LECTURE XXIII.

DEDUCTIONS FROM THE PROPER HUMANITY OF CHRIST.

I DEEM it unnecessary to pursue any further, the proof of

Christ's real and proper manhood, or the confutation of the con-

trary theory. I shall hereafter consider it as an established

truth, that Christ was truly a man. I shall now make use of

this truth for the purpose of solving some apparent difficulties at-

tending the subject of Christ's character, and illustrating, in some

important instances, the propriety and consistency of the differ-

ent modes of representation found in the Scriptures.

The main pomt which I have in view is this :— If Christ is a

real and proper man, then it is perfectly fit and consistent to speak

of him as such, and freely to attribute to him all human proper-

ties, relations, and actions. If it is consistent to say, that Christ

walked, ate, slept, and lived in poverty, as a man; it is equally

consistent to say, that he acknowledged his dependence on God,

and prayed, and suffered and died, as a man. For a state of

dependence on God, praying to God, suffering and dying, are

just as much properties or adjuncts of man, as walking, eating,

and sleeping— and no more. In other words, his being a man

places him in a condition to be dependent, to pray, to suffer and

die, in the same manner, and on the same principle, as it places

him in a condition to walk, eat, and sleep. All these are thmgs

which equally belong to a man. And they must equally belong to

Christ in the capacity of a man.

It may be objected to this, that Christ's superior or divine

nature must make an important difference between him and other
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men ; so that human properties and relations cannot be predicated

of him in the same sense, in which they are predicated of them.

But if, notwithstanding that superior nature, Christ is, as we

have seen, a real and proper man ; then, notwithstanding that

superior nature, human properties and relations may be predicated

of him, as a man. If a superior nature may be so united to the

human nature, as to leave that human nature unchanged, that is,

not transformed by the union into some other nature ; then clearly

the same human nature may be the subject of human properties.

And if ani/ human properties and relations may belong to the

human nature of Christ in that state of union with a superior

nature ; for the same reason, and in the same sense, all human

properties and relations may belong to it. So that any one who

denies, that all human properties and relations may belong to

Christ, notwithstanding his superior 'nature, must deny that his

superior nature can be united to human nature, without an essen-

tial transformation of that human nature. But if any man takes

this ground, and asserts that it is impossible for a superior nature

to assume human nature into a personal connection with itself,

without destroying or changing the peculiar properties of the

human nature ; then I must demand of him the proof of that

impossibihty. And Avhile he is urging reasons, to show that such

a union of a superior nature with human nature is impossible, I

will undertake to show, by similar reasons, and with equal clear-

ness, that the union of a spiritual and corporeal nature in man is

impossible ; and especially that the union which Arians assert of

the superior nature of Christ with a human bodt/ is unpossible.

In the investigation of such a subject as this, it is highly impor-

tant to guard against those misapprehensions, which arise from an

ambiguous or mdeterminate use of words. I would therefore

remark that, whenever I say that the human nature of Christ had

such and such properties, or that such relations and properties may

be predicated of it, I do not mean to signify that the human nature

of Christ exists bt/ itself, and is, by itself, or separately, the sub-

ject of the properties ascribed to it. This form of speech is

adopted for the sake of convenience ; and is intended to be of the
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same import with this ;
— that Christ is a man,_a.nd that various

properties belong to him as a man.

I have another general remark. On many accounts, the human

nature of Christ was manifestly of great importance. In the

human nature, he had a great work to accomplish. The exhibition

of himself in the human nature, and acting in that assumed char-

acter and office to which the human nature was essential, was his

great object while he abode on earth. It is no wonder therefore,

that he so often speaks of himself, as the son of man, and is so

constantly presented before us, as a man, in the Evangelical

history.

Before considering more particularly certain difficulties, which

have been supposed to attend the doctrine of Christ's real and

proper manhood, I shall add a few words respecting the dif-

ficulty which has been made so much of by anti-trinitarians,

namely, that our theory makes Christ to consist of two persons,

one human, the other divine ; whereas, the Scriptures everywhere

speak of him as one person.

Now I maintain, that our theory represents Christ to be one

person, as really as any other theory ; although ive ascribe to that

one ji^rson a greater diversity of properties, than those who hold to

an opposite theory. Here Ave find the source of the mistake, into

which those men have been betrayed who urge the above mentioned

difficulty. Because we ascribe to Christ a greater diversity of

properties, than have been knoAvn in any other case to belong to

one person ; they infer, that our theory makes Christ to consist of

two persons. Scrupulously followmg the infallible guidance of

revelation, we predicate of Christ all human attributes and works,

and all divine attributes and works. The former we predicate of

him as man, the latter, as God. In this way we predicate of one

complex person a greater variety of properties, than our opponents

think can belong to one person. But I ask, who is able to set

limits to the number, or the diversity of properties, which one

complex person may possess ? No man has a right to assume that

the union of the divine and human natures in the person of Christ

is an impossibility. And if such a union may take place, as the

VOL. I. 26



302 DEDUCTIONS FROM

language of Scripture plainly implies, then all the properties and

acts which belong to human nature, or result from it, as well as

those which belong to the divine nature, may be justly predicated

of that one complex person, Jesus Christ. This is obviously

involved in the union of two natures in one person. Just as the

union of body and mind in one human person implies that all cor-

poreal properties and acts, as well as those which are mental, are

to be attributed to that one person. Whether there is in fact such

a union of natures in the person of Christ, is a point on which rev-

elation must decide. How it does decide, and what is the founda-

tion of the common theory, is an inquiry which has already been

considered in part, and which will, in its proper place, be consid-

ered more particularly.

For the present I shall make it my object to elucidate, as clearly

as possible, this single point, namely ; the propriety of predicating

of Christ, as one person, those sufferings which belonged appropri-

ately to his human nature. This important principle may be

defended against the affirmations of Arians, and of other opposers

of orthodoxy, in the two following ways ; ^rst, hj analogy ; sec-

ondly, by other Scriptural forms of speech respecting Christ,which

rest on the same principle.

I argue, first, from analogy ; that is, the analogy of human

nature. And it is allowed, by all, that analogy is of special use

in showing the futility of speculative objections. Now, the lan-

guage in common use respecting man rests upon the same principle,

and is liable to the same objections, with the language of the Trin-

itarian theory.

Man is constituted of body and mind. In every human being,

these two principles, which are in their nature totally diverse from

each other, are so united, as to constitute one person. And yet

none of the pecuhar properties of either of these constituent parts

are identified or confounded with those of the other, or in any way

essentially changed by the imion. The body remains completely

a body still, with all corporeal properties. The nnnd remains a

mind or spirit, with all mental or spiritual properties. Mental

affections and acts are not transformed into corporeal ; nor corpo-
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real into mental. But in consequence of this divinely constituted

union of body and mind, all the properties and acts peculiar both

to body and to mind, are spoken of as belonging to one and the

mme person ; they are all properly attributed to that person

;

although it is still pei-fectly obvious from the nature of the case,

that some of them relate appropriately to the body, and some to

the mind.

All this appears sufficiently plain. But if you wish it to be

made still more plain, attend carefully to the following illustrations.

Recollecting, reasonmg, and repenting, are mental acts. Yet

we ascribe them to the man, constituted of body and mind. We
say, Peter remembers, reasons, and repents. Justice, benevolence

and pity are qualities of mind ; but we say the man is just, benev-

olent and pitiful. Here the nature of the case shows, that these

acts and qualities cannot belong to body as such. But they belong

to the person, consisting of body and mind. Still it is obvious, that

they are predicated of the person with respect to his mind. Were

it not for the union of the body with the mind in one person, they

could be predicated of mind only, considered simply by itself. But

in consequence of that union, they are predicated of the one com-

plete person, thus constituted.

In the same way corporeal properties and acts are ascribed to

man as one complex person. Walking and running are corporeal

acts. The mind has an agency in them, but it is not the mind that

walks or runs. These are appropriately actions of the body. They

result from the powers of the body. They are eflforts made by the

members of the body. Still these bodily acts are predicated of the

man, the whole person, constituted of body and mind. It is Peter

that walks and runs. These actions are completely his. If there

is any advantage or disadvantage in them, the advantage or disad-

vantage is his. But they are predicated of the man Peter with

respect to his body. Though attributed to the man, they are ap-

propriate to his corporeal part, not to his mental part. — The mind

is immaterial. But God said to Adam, " dust thou art ;" he said

it to the man, the jJ^rson, but he said it with respect to his body, not

with respect to his spirit.
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In these instances and in others too many to be cited, we predi-

cate the most corporeal properties of a man, just as we do the most

spiritual.

It is manifest, that the different natures of which man is consti-

tuted, greatly enlarge the number and variety of properties and

actions of which he is capable. If he were mind simply, he could

not be the subject of any of those properties and actions, which

are peculiar to the body. Nor could he be the subject of any of

the mental properties and actions, which are now predicated of

him, if he were simply corporeal.

The common orthodox theory teaches, that the person of Christ

is constituted of divinity and humanity ; that he who was God be-

came man, by taking to himself a true body and a reasonable soul.

This union of divinity and humanity, which I consider to be a well

supported fact, is in my view liable to no valid objection. The

Arians argue, that it is inconsistent with the representations of

Scripture, that the Son of God suffered and died. They say the

Godhead is incapable of suffering ; and if it was only the man Jesus

that suffered, it is altogether improper to predicate suffering of the

Son of God. To obviate this difficulty and to make it proper to

predicate suffering of Christ, they suppose that the spiritual being

that became incarnate, was a derived and dependent being, and

hence capable of suffering, though far superior to all other created

beings.

But what occasion is there for such a hypothesis as this ? Ac-

cording to the principle above laid down, which all must acknowl-

edge to be true in relation to man, it is perfectly proper, according

to the Trinitarian theory, to attribute to that complexperson, Christ,

those sufferings which appertained to his human nature. In his ori-

ginal character as the Logos, the second person in the Trinity, he was

indeed incapable of suffering. The suffering which he endured ap-

pertained to him as man. If it is ever predicated of him as God,

it is as God incarnate. Still suffering is predicated of him, as one

person, consisting of divinity and humanity. And when the Scrip-

ture in various forms teaches, that Christ, the Son of Crod suffered,

it speaks with the utmost propriety ; it expresses the truth in Ian-
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guage perfectly natural, common and intelligible. Do you ask

then, who was in fact the sufferer ? I answer, it was Christ Jesus,

the Saviour of the world. Do you ask, whether the divine nature

suffered ? I answer, that divinity itself, divinity as such, is inca-

pable of suffering,— as incapable of suffering, as of dying. Nor

does the Bible any more intimate, that the divme nature of Christ

suffered, than that his divine nature died. Do you ask then, whether

suffering is to be predicated of the human nature merely ? I an-

swer, the human nature of Christ did not constitute the person of

Christ. In strict propriety, we predicate suffering of the person,

the one complex person. Some choose to say that the human nature

of Christ was the subject of suffering. Their meaning doubtless

is, that Christ suffered in his human nature, or as man. But the

true Scripture position is, that Christ, the Saviour of the world

suffered. But this does not imply that he suffered in his divine

nature, or as God. Do you ask what leads me to conclude that he

did not suffer as Grod, I answer, that I come to this conclusion from

the nature of the case.

Do any think it a misrepresentation to say, that Christ the Son

of God suffered, unless he suffered in his highest nature ; my reply

is, that this is no more a misrepresentation, than the language which

the Bible everywhere uses, and which we all use, respecting man.

Man is mortal. Do we mean that he is mortal as to his spiritual

nature ? Do we mean that his mind is mortal ? No one can mean

this. But because the expression does not mean that man is mor-

tal in his spiritual part, but only in his bodily part ; is the expres-

sion therefore a misrepresentation ?

These and other expressions which occur so often in Scripture,

and in common discourse, rest on the same general principle, and-

are hable to the same exceptions, with the language of the orthodox

theory stated above. For if we may properly predicate of man

actions and qualities, which do not appertain to his intelligent or

moral nature, and which are predicated of him solely with reference

to his corporeal part ; certainly we may, with equal propriety, pre-

dicate actions and properties of Christ, which do not appertain to

his divine nature. And if it is incorrect to say, the Son of God

26*
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suffered, when we do not mean that he suffered in his divine nature ;

then it is incorrect to say, man is mortal, when we do not mean

that he is mortal in his spiritual part ; and it was incorrect to say

that Adam was dust, when the declaration applied not to his spirit,

but to his body only.

It must then, I think, be very clear, that the union of the divine

and human nature in the person of Christ renders it perfectly prop-

er to attribute to that person all that is peculiar to his human na-

ture;—just as we attribute to man all that is peculiar to his JocZy,

because his body is united to his mind so as to constitute one per-

son. It must, in every instance, be determined from the nature of

the case, whether the property or action predicated of Christ, is

predicated of him in relation to his humanity, or to his divinity.

This we are under the best advantages to do, because we previously

know what are the attributes of God, and what are the attributes

of man. We have only to inquire, whether any particular attri-

bute which is predicated of Christ, is a divine or a human attribute.

If it is a divine attribute, then it is predicated of Christ as Grod,

or in respect to his Godhead. If it is a human attribute or prop-

erty, then it is predicated of Christ as a inan, or in respect to his

humanity. Accordingly, before any one may conclude from those

texts which declare that the Son of God suffered, that he suffered

in his divine nature, he must show that suffering may belong to God

as Grod. If, without showing this, he takes upon him to affirm that,

because it is said the Son of God suffered, therefore he suffered in

his highest nature ; he does it for want of consideration. For he

might just as well affirm, that because God said to Adam, thou art

dust, therefore his spiritual part was dust ; or that because a man

eats and walks, his mind eats and walks.

I now close the argument from analogy. From this argument

we conclude, that those texts which represent the sufferings of the

Son of God, by no means imply that he suffered in his divine na-

ture ; and that the common language of Trinitarians on this subject

is justified by principles universally acknowledged, and is hable to

no objections, which may not be equally urged against the language

constantly employed respecting man.
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I rniglit quote passages from the most respectable authors, which

recognize, though briefly, the principle asserted above. But I shall

content myself "with t\YO ({notations. The first is from Emesti,

quoted by Storr in his Bib. Theol. Vol. 2, p. 157. He says,

" When divine attributes arc ascribed to the Lord Jesus in the New
Testament, the case is precisely the same, as when predicates are

affirmed of the whole man, which belong only to his soul, or only

to his body." The next is from Bishop Pearson. He mentions

" the intimate conjunction and union of the divine and human na-

ture in the person of the Son ;" and then says, " hereby those

attributes which properly belong to the one are given," that is

ascribed, " to the other." The meaning is obvious ; but it would

be more exact to say, those attributes which belong to the one or

the other of the two natures, are ascribed to the one person, in

whom the two natures are united.

Here I might show that several peculiarities, in addition to those

already referred to, naturally result from the complex nature of

Christ
;
particularly, that different views are in some instances to

be taken of him relative to the same subject ; as, for example, he

governs the world by his own right as Creator ; but this domuaion

is committed to him as man, or rather as Mediator ;— he is Judge

by original right as God, but is constituted Judge, and quahfied

for the work of judgment, as Mediator.

In the discussion of the subject before us, I have undertaken to

show the propriety of attributing to the one complex person, Christ,

those sufferings which appertained to him in his human nature, or

were endured by him as man. My first argument was drawn from

analogy, the analogy of human nature generally. Observe how-

ever, that I do not rest on analogy for the support of the position,

that there is a personal union of the divine and the human nature

in Christ, or that suffering is to be predicated of Christ. But con-

sidering it as demonstrable from the Scriptures, that there is such

a union, and that the Son of God, thus constituted, did actually

suffer for sinners, I have, I think, made it apparent, that the com-

mon position of the orthodox, that Christ suffered in his human
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nature, not in his divine, is liable to no objections, wbicb may not

as well be urged against the language everywhere in use respect-

ing man ; and that the manner in which we understand the Scrip-

tures on this subject is altogether similar to that, m which we un-

derstand the terms employed in common discourse.

I now proceed to say, secondly, that the propriety of predicat-

ing of the one person, Jesus Christ, those sufferings which be-

longed appropriately to his human nature, may be defended

against the exceptions of Arians, by other Scriptural forms of

speech respecting Christ, which plainly rest on the same principle.

Those who oppose our theory must, in some plain cases, unavoida-

bly adopt the very principle which we have adopted, in explaining

the language of Scripture relative to the person of Christ.

I give the following as examples. Matt. 8: 24, 25. " And be-

hold there arose a gi'eat tempest in the sea, insomuch that the

ship was covered with the waves ;— but Jesus was asleep. And
his disciples came to him, and awoke him." At a different time,

Mark relates, that " Jesus was in the hinder part of the ship

asleep on a pillow." Now who was it that was asleep in the ship ?

I put the question to Arians. They certainly must answer, it was

Jesus C7i7'ist, the Son of God. But did that divine Almighty

spirit by whom all things were sustained, /aZ^ asleep f Was that

divine Being, in whom dwelt all the treasures of wisdom and

knowledge, asleep on a pillow ? What would they say ? I know

nothing which they have said ; for they have very fortunately

overlooked the difficulty. But what must they say ? Certainly

they could not suppose that the omniscient, all powerful Son of

God, that divine spirit by whom the worlds were made, was asleep

on a pillow. They would doubtless resort to the principle which

they admit in another case. " Christ was the seed of Abraham,"

they say, " according to the flesh, or in respect to the flesh, mean-

ing his body merely." Here they must say the same. Jesus

was asleep in respect to the fleshy or, in respect to his animal nar

ture. And should they say, as they might, that the nature of the

case shows that the Scriptures could not affirm this of Christ with

respect to his divine omniscient mind, but only with respect to
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his animal nature ; I should be entirely satisfied with the answer.

And then I should add the plain conclusion, that if sleeping on a

pillow, which is predicated of Jesus Christ, is to be understood as

applicable only to his corporeal nature, we may, with equal truth,

consider suffering^ Avhich is predicated of the same person, as ap-

plicable only to his human nature. If they confine sleep to his

corporeal nature, because his divine, preexistent mind was incar

pable of sleep ; we also confine suffering to his humanity, because

his Divinity, as such, was incapable of suffering. If they think

it consistent to predicate sleep of the person of Christ, when it

took place only in his corporeal nature ; we think it equally con-

sistent to predicate suffering of the same person, when it took

place only in his human nature. And if the declaration of Scrip-

ture, that Jesus slept, affords no evidence that the exalted mind,

which Arians ascribe to him, was asleep ; then the declaration

that Jesus suffered, affords no evidence that his divine, self-existent

spuit suffered.*

But it is also represented in the Scriptures that Jesus the Son

of God, died, and was dead. He says of himself, "I am he

that was dead." Of whom was this spoken ? Certainly it was

spoken of Jesus Christ. He says, " I am he that was dead."

But did the divine Logos, the preexistent spirit of Christ, by

whom all things were made, lose his power and activity ? Did he

die ? Was he dead ? No, Arians will say ; the declaration that

Jesus was dead, means no such thing. It is said of him in res-

pect to the flesh. The preexistent spirit of Christ was incapable

of being dead. This I am confident is the construction, which

Arians would put upon the texts which assert the death of Christ.

They would consider death as predicated of Christ, not with

respect to his divine, preexistent spirit, but with respect to his

human body. Surely then they cannot object to us for saying, that

the Scriptures predicate suffering of Christ, not as to his divine

* "Whatever is repetitious in this discussion will, I hope, be regarded as excu-

sable. The subject is of such a nature, and has, by sophistical arguments, been

involved in such obscurity, that its complete elucidation requires "line upon line,

line upon line."
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nature, but as to his human nature. As they would say, that the

divine, preexistent spirit of Christ could not be th.? subject of the

death which is predicated of him ; so we say, that the divine na-

ture could not be the subject of the suffering which is predica-

ted of him. This principle of interpretation, which our opponents

will be under the necessity of applying to the Scriptures in this

instance, fully justifies our interpretation of the texts which

speak of the sufferings of Christ. And we no more make Christ

a mere human Saviour, by saying that suffering was confined to

his human nature, than they make him a mere corporeal Sa-

viour, by saying that death was confined to his corporeal nar

ture.

Again; the Scriptures teach that on the third day after his

crucifixion, Jesus rose from the dead. Here the same mode of

interpretation must be adopted. For no Arians will say, that

rising from the dead is predicated of that preexistent spirit of

Christ, which was incapable of dying. I might also refer to the

passages which teach, that Jesus was the son of Mary ; that he

grew in stature ; that he was hungry and thirsty ; that he ate and

drank ; and other passages in which the same principle of con-

struction must be admitted.

If then the Scriptures declare, that Jesus was born of Mary,

that he increased in stature, that he ate and drank, that he slept,

and died, and rose again ; and if it is still a point which is per-

fectly clear, and in which Arians must agree with us, that he was

not born of Mary and did not increase in stature, and did not eat

and drink, and did not sleep, or die, or rise again, in respect to his

divme, preexistent spirit, but only in respect to his bodily part

;

certainly we cannot be charged with impropriety in saying, that

he did not suffer in his divine, eternal nature, but in his human

nature. And if our holding that he suffered only m his human

nature makes him a mere human Saviour,— then holding that he

died and rose again, not in his spiritual but in his corporeal part,

makes him a mere corporeal Saviour.

It is true, that some Arians seem to hold, that the Son of God

not only suffered but died in his own proper and original character.
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But this is evidently an inadvertence in tliem. For it is totally

inconsistent with their notion of the nature of the Logos, Christ's

prcexistent spirit, to suppose that it did really die, and was in fact

dead. I must therefore think that they advance what they do on

this point very carelessly ; and that after all their declamation to

prove what is so very clear, that the Son of God died, they would

be as much startled as others at the position, that the almighty

spirit of Christ died, and was dead. Although death is every-

where predicated of Christ, they must hold that it appertained

only to his corporeal part. And in holding this, they abandon the

principle on which their system rests, namely, that what is predi-

cated of Christ must be predicated of him in respect to his high-

est nature, his prcexistent, divine mind.

From what has been said we make the following inference. If

the divine and human natures were so united in the person of

Christ, that those suflFerings which took place in his human nature,

may properly be predicated of him, as one person ; then all the

dignity of his person, as God-man, goes to render his sufferings

meritorious. The same reason, which renders it proper to predi-

cate his sufferings of his person, connects the worthiness of his

sufferings with the worthiness of his person. The fact that his

sufferings were endured in his human nature, no more proves that

they had only the merit of mere human sufferings, than it proves

that they were predicated of a mere human person.

What then shall we think of the following remarks of Purves.*

" By the common orthodox scheme, all mediatory acts are assigned

to the human nature. It therefore appears evident, that the

Trinitarian doctrine makes the Lord Jesus Christ no more than a

human Saviour ; and however much it may be extolled for ortho-

doxy, or however severely its favorers may declaim against Socini-

anism as a most dangerous, or perhaps in their opinion, a damna-

ble doctrine
;
yet when theirs is examined, it in every respect

makes Christ as much a human Saviour as that of the Socinians

doth." The following is a still more remarkable specimen of the

* Humble Attempt, p. 96.
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declamation which has been used against the common theory. " It

cannot be admitted that God is chargeable with any imposition on

mankind. And yet what short of an imposition would it be, to

pretend that he so loved the world, as to give his only begotten

Son to suffer an ignonunious death for our redemption, if at the

same time his Son was spared— and aU the sufferings of the cross

were endured by a man, to whom the Son was united, and the Son

himself was as free from pain and death, as though there were no

such thing as suffering and death in the universe. No possible

union between the Son of God and a man could render it proper

to call the sufferings and death of the man the sufferings of the

Son, if it be true the Son did not suffer and die. May it not be

fairly inferred from the common theory, that instead of the Son

of God's dying for us, the man Christ Jesus died for the Son of

God?"*
Such declamation as this can hardly require any further notice.

Nor should I have rehearsed it, but for the sake of illustrating

more fully the radical error of the Arian scheme. You perceive

that the authors just quoted deny or entirely overlook the grand

principle, which has been so particularly discussed, namely, that

such is the union of the divine nature and the human nature in

the person of Christ, that it is perfectly proper to attribute to him,

thus constituted, all that pertained either to the human nature, or

to the divine. According to this principle the Scriptures speak with

all possible propriety, when they declare, that the Son of God suf

fered and died, although suffering and death belonged to him as a

man, or took place in his human nature. The substance of all

that is contained in the quotations above made is this, that the

Son of God did not suffer and die, unless he suffered and died in

his original character ; that is, unless his preexistent Spirit, called

the Logos, suffered and died.

It is somewhat marvellous, that the authors, above quoted,

should not have seen, that the Son of God could no more die up

on their scheme, than upon ours. For certainly they did not hold

* "Bible News" by N. Worcester.
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that a s^rif, especially the omniscient spirit of Christ, as thej

hold the Logos to be— was dead and laid in a tomb.

The general principle which I have labored to establish, may

help us to solve a difficulty, which has been in no small degree

perplexing to some Trinitarians.— Christ is said not to know the

day of judgment. How is this consistent with his being truly

and properly God ?— But, in reality, why should this be thought

a difficulty so hard to be solved ? If Christ is a real and proper

man, why may not limited knowledge, as well as any other human

property, be ascribed to him ? In truth how could he be a man,

were not his knowledge limited ?— hmited, I mean, considered as

the knowledge of a man ? A human mind, and every created

mind, must be circumscribed in knowledge. If Jesus, as a hu-

man being, received instruction, and grew in knowledge ; if the

Spirit of God was imparted to him to make him of quick under-

standing ; what difficulty is there in the declaration, that as a hiir

man being, he knew not the time of the final judgment ? As a

man, he certainly could not know it, unless it were a subject of

special revelation to him. And if anything, in any part of his

life, indicative of hmited knowledge, may be consistent with his

Godhead, why not this ? Nay further, if an^ prope :ty of real

humanity may belong to Christ consistently with his Divmity
;

why not limited knowledge ? ^
There is no need of descending to any more particulars. The

general principle is sufficiertly obvious ; namely, that the real hu-

manity of Christ, shows the propriety of predicating of him, as

the Scriptures do, every human attribute, action, and relation.

The consistency and propriety of his being represented as depend-

ent, as weary, hungry, asleep, praymg, growing in knowledge, ig-

norant of the time of the last judgment, suffering, dying and dead,

and rising again, rest upon the simple question, whether he was

truly a man. And the various difficulties which are supposed to

arise from those representations, may all be summed up in one.

namely, the real manhood of Christ. Instead therefore of dwell-

ing upon any particular difficulty, as that arising from Christ's

being dependent, his praying, or his not knowing the judgment

VOL. I. 27
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day, it would be better to confine our attention to the fundamen-

tal difiicultj of liis being a man. If the Scriptures teach, that he

possesses real humanity in connection with his Godhead, then he

may and must possess all that is human ; and every property, re-

lation and action of man may be ascribed to him, as a man, with-

out infringing his divine perfection.

I have now finished the discussion which I proposed of the doc-

trine of Christ's proper manhood, I have been thus particular

and laborious in the discussion, for various reasons. 1. Because

the doctrine is essential in Christianity,— it being indispensable

that Christ should become man in order to make an atonement

and save sinners. 2. Becauscthe doctrine is of great consequence

in the right interpretation of the Scriptures. A considerable part

of the Bible, especially of the Evangelical history, becomes unin-

telligible and absurd, without admitting this doctrine. And many

who seem to admit it in general terms, find perplexing difiicultiea

here and there, becavise they do not admit it in its full extent, and

do not follow it out into its obvious results. 3. It is plainly impor-

tant to admit the just and fair sense of those parts of Scripture

which exhibit Christ in his human character, in order to prepare

the way for admitting the just and fair sense of those parts, which

exhibit his divine character. The habit of making out a forced

interpretation, or of limiting or overlooking the obvious sense, of

what the Bible says respecting the humanity of Christ, will be

likely to have an unfavorable influence upon us in interpreting

those parts of the Bible which exhibit his Godhead. This is

remarkably the case -with the Arians,— who fall short of the plain

and full meaning of both those texts which teach that Christ is

a man, and of those which teach that he is God. They give a per-

verted, mangled sense to both. 4. A thorough attention to this

subject is required by the particular errors which are prevalent at

this day. It is important to show the Socinians, that we reason as

fairly and philosophically as they do, upon those parts of revela-

tion which declare the proper manhood of Christ, and much more

fairly upon those parts which declare his Godhead. It is impor-

tant also to make it manifest, that Arianism sets aside the plain
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meaning of the Bible, as to both parts of the character of

Christ.

To conclude. Let us accustom ourselves to read what the

Bible says on this momentous subject with a candid, honest, and

docile mind
;
guarding against every opinion which would render

any part of revelation unwelcome to us, and always taking care,

that the lowly character, which the Son of God condescended to

assume for our salvation, do not lead us to deny or neglect the

glory which he had with the Father before the world was.

APPENDIX.

In the preceding Lectures, which were written more than

twenty years since, and which were delivered to many successive

classes of theological students, particular attention was given to

the Arian hypothesis. Arians hold that Christ, the Saviour of the

world, though exalted above man and angels, and endued with

what they call di\ane perfection, was still in his preexistent and

most exalted nature, a derived and dependent being, and of course

capable of suffering. And they make it a matter of objection

against Trinitarians, that according to their scheme, the divine

nature, that is, the Godhead of Christ, could not suffer ; from

which they infer that, on the common theory, it is totally improper

to say that Jesus Christ, the Son of Crod, suffered. We agree

with them, that Christ as God, or in respect to his divine nature,

could not suffer. But we are far from admitting their inference.

It has, I think, been shown satisfactorily, that the language of

Scripture does by no means imply, that Christ suffered in his

divine nature ; and that it is every way suitable to predicate suf-

fering of the person of Christ, while the suffering took place in his

human nature only. We have seen that the position cannot be

maintained, that whatever is predicated of Christ, must be true of

each of the two natures which constitute his person.

But of late, an attempt has been made by a distinguished indi-

vidual, and partly concurred in by a few others, to engraft upon
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the Trmitarian theory, the above named prmciple, namely, that

whatever is predicated of Christ, must be true of hun in his whole

person, and especially m his highest nature. The individual

referred to affirms, that the infinite, eternal spirit did, in the per-

son of Christ, really endure an amount of suffering beyond the

power of finite minds to conceive ; that he suffered and died as

God. And he thinks, that this view of the atoning sufferings of

Christ is more honorable to his benevolence, and more suited to

exert a salutary influence upon the minds of men, than the com-

mon doctrine.

In regard to this new scheme I will make only two or three

remarks. 1. The principle on -which the scheme rests cannot be

maintained even by its advocates. For this principle would imply

that when it is said of Jesus, that he was twelve or thirty years

old, it was said in respect to liis divine nature— that his Crodhead

was twelve or thirtt/ years old, or that he, as Crod, was so many

years old. But what man in his senses could say this ? 2. In

all past ages no one of those, who have had the clearest and most

heart affecting views of the sufferings of Christ, has entertained

the strange idea, that the divine mind of Christ was subject to

pain, or that he suffered as Crod. 3. The most scriptural, the

most satisfactory, and the most impressive view of the sufferings

of Christ implies no such thing, as this novel scheme supposes.

But I have no occasion to enlarge. The Rev. Bennet Tyler,

D. D., has replied to this singular scheme in a manner so lucid

and complete, that nothing more is called for.*

But there is another opinion relative to the general subject, some-

what alhed to the scheme above mentioned, which may deserve a

passing notice, although but few persons could ever seriously enter-

tam it. The opinion is, that the language of Scripture which

represents God as repenting, or as being grieved and sorrowful, is

to be understood literally. Those who entertain this opinion, think

* See his work entitled " The Sufferings of Christ confined to his human nature,"

published in Hartford, 1847.



Christ's humanity. 317

that it results from God's benevolence, that he must have real

sorrow in view of the sins and miseries of his creatures ; that as

he is really benevolent, his grief at the miseries which exist must

be real, heartfelt grief; that to suppose him destitute of true sor-

row and pain, while witnessing the dreadful sufferings among his

rational offspring, would be to suppose him less benevolent than we

are.

Any intelligent person, who deliberately entertains such an idea

of God, must be aware that the following things are impHed in it,

or flow from it ; namely ; if there is sorrow or pain in the mind

of God, arising, as is here supposed, from his benevolence, it

must be xn proportion to his benevolence, which is infinite. And

then, as the prevalence of sin and misery in the creation, which is

the cause of this benevolent sorrow in the mind of God, is unin-

terrupted, and will be endless, his sorrow must be uninterrupted

and endless too. And then again, as the sight of great and

unceasing sorrow in any one, particularly in one who is free from

fault, always excites our sympathy and compassion ; it must be so

especially in this case. And accordingly when we meditate on

God, and when we pray to him and praise him, we ought to have

feehngs of the tenderest compassion towards him on account of the

boundless and perpetual sorrow to which he is subject, in conse-

quence of his pure and perfect benevolence, and the prevalence

of sin and misery among his creatures.

We see here, to what extravagant and impious conceptions we

are exposed, when we forget that God's thoughts and ways are

not ours, and form our conceptions of what is peculiar to him,

from the promptings of an imagination or a heart, which heeds not

the suggestions of sober reason, or the just rules of interpreting

the holy Scriptures.

27*



LECTURE XXIV.

PRE-EXISTENCE OF CHRIST.

In previous Lectures, I have adduced various arguments to

prove the real and proper humanity of Jesus Christ, and considered

the influence which this doctrine ought to have in the interpretation

of a large class of texts, and in the solution of several difficulties.

Having proved that Christ was really and properly a man, I shall

now undertake to show that manhood was not his original charac-

ter.

The doctrine of Christ's pre-existence rests wholly on the author-

ity of revelation. The fact that no other man ever existed, who

was originally anything more than a man, or who had been in another

state before he was in a state of manhood, does by no means prove

that Christ did not originally possess a character superior to man-

hood— any more than the fact that no other man ever died to

make atonement for sin, proves that Jesus did not die for that pur-

pose.

The argument, in support of the position now before us, is of

the same general character with that which I have used in proof

of the manhood of Christ. We hold Christ to be a man, because

the Scriptures assert those things of him which constitute a man.

If with equal clearness they assert those things of him, which show

that he existed before he was a man, or that he had originally a

character superior to manhood ; then we should act as unreasona-

bly, and as much against the authority of revelation, in denying

that Christ had that superior character, as in denying that he was

a real and proper man.

While defending the proper humanity of Christ, we have had
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the concurrence of the disciples of Socinus. We now come to the

point of departure from them. They agree mth us that Christ was

a man. But we go further, and hold, that though he was in reaUty

a man, he was not so originally ; that he pre-existed in a state vast-

ly superior to manhood. This the Socinians deny, making the sim-

ple humanity of Christ a cardinal principle in their theology.

Here then I am to defend a fundamental doctrine of Revelation

against the reasoning of Socinians.

At my entrance on the argument, I would make my appeal to

plain common sense, candor, and piety. Let any man then, who

sincerely desires to know the doctrines of Revelation, carefully

read what the Scriptures contain on this subject. Let him attend

to the whole account given of the Lord Jesus Christ ; to the at-

tributes and works ascribed to him ; to the different states in which

he is said to have existed ; and to the names and titles he re-

ceives. Then let him say, whether, according to Scripture, the

existence of Christ began, when he was bom of Mary,— or

whether he pre-existed in a state vastly superior to manhood.

Socinians themselves can be in no doubt, how any man, who has

full confidence in Scripture, and really aims to be conformed to

its teachings, will answer this question. Let us then turn our at-

tention to the principal texts, which relate to this point, and

which will be arranged in the following order ; first, those which

expressly assert that Christ existed and acted before he came in

the flesh ; secondly, those which attribute to him perfections

above what belong to man ; and thirdly, those which expressly

point out a change in his condition when he became incarnate.

First ; the texts which assert that he existed and acted hefore

he came in the flesh. John 8: 58. "Jesus said unto them, verily,

verily I say unto you, before Abraham was I am." John 1: 1, 3.

"In the beginning was the word."— "All things were made by

him." Heb. 1: 10. It is said to Christ, " Thou, Lord, m the

beginning hast laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens

are the works of thy hands," John 17: 5. " And now, Fa-

ther, glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory which I

had with thee before the world was." John 3: 13. " And no
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man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from

heaven, even the Son of man who is in heaven." John 6: 38.

" I came down from heaven not to do mine own will but the

will of him that sent me." V. 62. " What and if ye shall see

the Son of man ascend up where he was before ?" Col. 1: 17.

" He is before all things, and by him all things consist."

Secondly ; the texts which attribute to Christ perfections above

what pertained to Ms huynan nature. Rev. 1: 8. " I am the be-

ginning and the ending, the Alpha and Omega, saith the Lord,

who was, and is, and is to come, the Almighty." Phil. 2: 6.

" Who being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be

equal with God." The Son knows all things. He is in the

midst of those who meet in his name. He has life in himself.

He is above all.

Thirdly ; the texts which expressly point out a chayige in his

condition when he became incarnate. John 1: 1, 14. " In the

beginning was the word, and the word was with God, and the word

was God.— And the word was made flesh, and dwelt among

us." Phil. 2: 6, 7. "Who being in the form of God, made him-

self of no reputation," — iavrov ixsvcoas^ emptied himself— " and

took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the like-

ness of men." 2 Cor. 8: 9. " For ye know the grace of our

Lord Jesus Christ, that though he was rich, yet for your sakes

he became poor." Various texts declare that he came down from

heaven, the previous place of his abode.

These are the principal passages of Scripture, which relate to

the subject before us. And who can conceive any forms of

speech, which would more unequivocally and decisively teach,

that manhood was not the original character of Christ ? As this is

the obvious sense of the passages above recited, and of many others

which might be named, we must consider the question as decided,

unless by a more thorough examination of the meaning and scope

of these passages, and by making the Bible its own interpreter,

we shall find reasons for adopting a different conclusion.

I shall therefore apply myself to a particular examination of

several of the texts on which this controversy depends.
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I begin with one under the first head, and one which must be

considered as of special consequence in this controversy. John

8: 58. " Jesus said unto them, verily, verily I say unto you, before

Abraham was, I am." The plain meaning is, that Christ existed

before Abraham, Let us now see whether there are any sufficient

reasons for departing from this obvious sense, and adopting any

of the explanations which Socinians have given.

Socinus thinks the Avords, ni)}f 'y^^Quufx ysvt'a&ai sym elfii, should

be rendered, " Before Abram can be Abraham, that is, the father

of many nations, I must be the Messiah, or Saviour of the world."

Grotius says, " Christ here only signifies that he was before

Abraham in the decree of God." Wakefield translates the pas-

sage, " Before Abraham was born, I am he ;" by which he says,

" Christ means to imply, that his mission was settled and certain

before the birth of Abraham."

Now in order to satisfy ourselves as to the soundness of any

of these constructions, we must examine the occasion and scope

of the passage. In conversation with the Jews, Jesus asserted,

that Abraham had seen his day, and rejoiced in it. The Jews

understood him to mean, that he and Abraham had actually seen

each other, and had conversed together as contemporaries. They

accordingly replied, " Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast

tiiou seen Abraham ?" Jesus answered, " Verily, verily I say

unto you, before Abraham was, I am." This answer referred di-

rectly to the remark they made upon Jiis age, which, as they con-

ceived, rendered it impossible, that he should have seen Abra-

ham.* Now what pertinence would there be in the answer, as

it is understood by Socinus ? They say to Christ, " thou art not yet

fifty years old ;" and therefore ask, " hast thou seen Abraham ?"

He replies, according to Socinus,— " before Abram can be Abra-

ham, or the father of many nations, I must be the Messiah, or Saviour

of the world." Now who can see any connection or suitableness,

between the question, and such a reply ? Their difficulty is, that

Christ, not being fifty years old cannot have seen Abraham. He

* In the examination of this passage I am partictilarly indebted to Whitby

and Magee.
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answers, " before Abram can be Abraham, I must be the Messi-

ah." Almost any other remark respecting Abraham, or respect-

ing any one else, would be just as suitable an answer as this.

Examine now the interpretation of Grotius. He says, " Christ

here only signifies, that he was before Abraham, in the decree of

God." But how could this be a reply to the objection of the

Jews, which had respect to the priority of one of these two per-

sons to the other as to actual existence ^ Further ; if the mean-

ing of Grotius is, that Christ was in the decree of God before

Abraham actually existed ; then how does Christ say anything

of himself, which is not equally true of any other person ? And
why should Christ assert what is so nugatory ? Moreover, if

Christ meant in this passage to speak of himself with reference to

the divine decree, we should naturally suppose he meant to speak

of Abraham also with reference to the same. But what could

possibly be meant by Christ's existing in the divine decree before

Abraham existed in the divine decree ?

Wakefield's construction is this :
" Before Abraham was bom,

I am he, that is, the Messiah, meaning to imply, that his mi*

sion was settled and certain before the birth of Abi-aham." But

here the same inquiry returns ; what connection subsists between

such an answer and the question of the Jews ? We admit that

his mission was settled and certain before the birth of Abraham.

But how could this have tended to show the possibility of Christ's

having seen Abraham ? Besides, this translation is buUt, as Ma-

gee suggests, on the assumption of an ellipsis altogether arbitra-

ry, and without any precedent.

As to Priestly' s notion, " that Christ may be said to have been

before Abraham, because the Messiah had been held forth as the

great object of hope and joy for the human race, not only to

Abraham, but even to his ancestors," I shall only remark, that

the terms used by Christ are no more suited to convey this truth,

than a variety of other truths entirely different.— As to all these

Socinian interpretations, it is perfectly apparent, that no writers

would ever have conceived anything, so distant from the plain

meaning of the text, and so extremely unnatural and forced, had
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they not set their Inventions to work on purpose to frame an inter-

pretation which would not oppose their favorite scheme.

How easy is it in the case now in hand, to apply the grand prin-

ciple of making the Bible its own interpreter. Here is a text,

whose literal meaning Dr. Priestly himself acknowledges to be,

that Christ existed before Abraham was born. Is the literal

meaning to be adopted ? To settle this point, we resort to other

passages wliich relate to the same subject. These passages assert,

that Christ was before all things— that he was in the beginning

with God— that he laid the foundations of the earth— that he

is the Alpha and Omega, the first and the last. Here we have

clear light. For if these texts, or any part of them, are to be

taken in their natural and obvious sense, as they must be unless

there are imperious reasons against it, they afford full confirma-

tion of the literal sense of the text under consideration. Why
then should we hesitate to admit, that Christ's pre-existence is

here asserted, when this is the sense we are led to adopt, both

by the words of the text, and by the manifest scope of the whole

passage ; and when Christ's pre-existence is expressly asserted in

so many other places ?

John 1: 1. " In the beginning was the word." The identity

of the Logos or word with Christ is so plain, that I shall spend no

time to prove it. The question now to be considered is, whether

" the beginning," denotes the commencement of the Gospel dis-

pensation, or a period antecedent to the birth of Jesus. This must

be determined from the circumstances and scope of the passage.

We inquire then, what names or titles, what attributes or acts are

here ascribed to Christ ? One of the adjuncts in the same verse

is, " the word was God.''^ How can this be applied to Christ on

the supposition of his possessing mere humanity ? Jesus, who never

existed before he was bom of Mary, was Crod !— and was thai

God, by whom all things were made. " All things were made by

him, and without him was not anything made that was made."

The language is remarkably strong ; and the sense so clear, that it

seems impossible to mistake it. We here learn very satisfactorily,

what is meant by " the beginning, ^^ in vei-se 1. And this is taught

;
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more directly bj the Apostle in his Epistle to the Colossians, who,

after declaring that all things whether in heaven or in earth were

created by Christ, says, " and he is before all tilings, and by him

all things consist." The phrase, " in the beginning," must there-

fore denote a period antecedent to the first act of creative power.

Heb. 1: 10, 11, 12. " And thou, Lord, in the beginning hast

laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the works of

thine hands. They shall perish, but thou remainest ; and they all

shall wax old as doth a garment, and as a vesture shalt thou fold

them up, and they shall be changed ; but thou art the same, and

thy years shall not fail." The Socinians say that part of the testi-

mony belongs to Christ, but not the whole of it.* " These words,"

they urge, " being first expressly spoken of God, and here referred

to Christ,— we must consider what in them is agreeable to the

nature and condition of Christ, who certainly was a man." But

this, like most of their arguments, takes it for granted, " that

Christ was a mere man, and not God by nature." It is true that

these words were first expressly spoken of God ; but it is no less

true, the Apostle being judge, that the Lord Jesus is that Grod.

As to the pretence that part of these words belong to the Father,

and part to Christ, I shall only remark, what is perfectly'evident,

that there is, in every respect, the same reason to think the Apostle

meant to apply them all to Christ, as any part of them.

This passage affords evidence which is perfectly decisive, in favor

of the literal sense of John 1: 3. " All things were made by him."

The supposition of Socinians that the work of Christ here intended,

\ is the new creation, or the kingdom of grace, is instantly set aside

, by the passage in Hebrews, where it is said that, in the begin-

I
ning, the Son of God laid the foimdation of the earth, and that the

/ heavens are the works of his hands ; and where we are further

taught, that the very things, which he made, shall be changed and

perish ; which certainly is not true of the gospel kingdom, which

,' is the new, spiritual creation. Now if, in the plain, literal sense of

' the words, Christ in the beginning laid the foundations of the earth,

* See Owen on the place.
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and if the heavens are the works of his hands ; then clearly he

must have existed before he came into the world, in a state vastly

superior to simple humanity.

John 17: 5. " And now, Father, glorify thou me, with the

glory which I had with thee before the world was." This text

shows that Christ existed in a glorious state with the Father, before

the world was. Other texts which teach that Christ was in the

beirinnin": with God— that he came down from heaven— and that

the place to which he ascended was the place where he was before,

establish the obvious sense of this passage.

Phil. 2: 6— 9. " Who, being in the form of God, thought it not

robbery to be equal with God ; but made himself of uo reputation,

and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the

likeness of men ; and being found in fashion as a man, he humbled

himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the

cross. Wherefore God also highly exalted him, and gave him a

name which is above every name ; that at the name of Jesus every

knee should bow, etc."

To prevent strife and vain-glory, and to promote lowliness of

mind and mutual kindness, the Apostle sets before the Philippians

the example of Christ, and in lively colors represents his great con-

descension and humility. He shows them how much below himself

he descended for their sakes ; how truly great he was by nature
;

how astonishingly he humbled himself by choice. " Let this mind

be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus ; who being in the form

of God— humbled himself." Further to encourage their obedience

and humility, he sets before them the glorious rewards which Jesus

received, and which would also be theirs, if they copied his exam-

ple.

Bishop Sherlock, to whom I am specially indebted for my remarks

on this passage, very properly notices the three different states of

Christ, which the Apostle here points out ; first ; the original state

of dignity and glory from which he willingly descended ;
— " who

being in the form of God, etc." Secondly ; the state of humiliar

tion to which he descended, " He emptied himself, and took upon

him the foi-m of a servant." Thirdly ; the state of exaltation and

VOL. I. 28
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gloiy, to which he was raised, as the reward of his humiliation.

" Wherefore God highly exalted him." The first of these states

is a,bsolutelj necessary to the Apostle's argument. Take it away,

and the example of humiliation he would propose disappears, and

the whole argument is not only weakened, but destroyed. If

Christ were not originally in a state of dignity, then the second

state here mentioned, that is, his being in the form of a servant,

would not be a state of humiliation. If he were not at first better

t'lan a servant, his being a servant was his natural condition, not hia

choice. It was owing to the order of di\ane providence, not to his vol-

untary condescension. And so in reality he was no more humble in

being a servant, than those who are bom into that state.

It is plainly implied in the Apostle's argument, that Christ was

in possession of whatever belonged to his state of dignity, before

he was in his state of humiKation. It was from that dignified, ex-

alted state, that he mercifully descended to a low condition. So

that whatever is meant by his being in the form of God ; it is evi-

dent he was m that foinn, before he was made in the likeness of

men. His being made in the likeness of men is given as the grand

instance of his condescension ; but his being in the form of God

is mentioned, as that which previously constituted his proper excel-

lence and dignity.

It is further obvious, that his humiliation and sufferings preceded

his state of exaltation. The Apostle teaches, that the exaltation

of Christ was the consequence and reward of his humiliation.

Hence it clearly follows, that his natural, original state of dignity,

and his acquired state of exaltation, w^ere states totally distinct

and difierent ; the one, before his humiliation, the other, after it.

Accordingly, his being in the fonn of God does not belong to him

in virtue of anything he did or suffered in his humiliation ; and so

is not any part of the glory, to which he was exalted on account

of his sufferings. This important distuiction should be kept in view,

as a safeguard against a mistake frequently made by Socinians.

Because Christ was highly exalted as a reward of hi* humiliation

;

because for his sufferings and death he was crowned with glory

and honor ', they have supposed that all the dignity and glory,
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which are ever ascribed to him in the Scriptures, belong to him on-

ly in consequence of his obedience and death. And when you

cite those texts, which give the highest description of his attributes

and glories to prove his divinity, they think it a sufficient answer

to say, that Christ received his glory after his resurrection ; and

therefore that the exalted honors which are frequently ascribed to

him, are ac(|uired honors, and not naturally his ; that they belong

to him as a reward of what he did in the work of Redemption.

But this view entirely confounds the two distinct states of glory

which the Scriptures attribute to Christ ; the glory which he had

with the Father before the world was, and the glory which he re-

ceived from the Father as the reward of his humiliation ; one, the

glory of nature ; the other, the glory of office ;
— one, the glory of

the eternal Logos ; the other, the glory of the Son of man, the

Saviour of sinners.

Christ's receiving in time the glory belonging to one of these

states, is no proof that he did not eternally possess the glory be-

longing to the other. He that, by commission, receives power to

govern a province, or a kingdom, cannot be said to have had no

power before. The powers of nature must be antecedent to the

powers of office. When the Scriptures speak of Christ with res-

pect to his natural, inherent power and glory, they ascribe to him

the creation and preservation of all things. When they speak of

him with respect to the power and glory of his office, they repre-

sent him as the Head of the church— as the first born from the

dead— as having purged our sins, and sat down on the right hand

of the majesty on high— as being made better than the angels,

having by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than they.

This point is so material, that, without keeping our eye upon it,

we shall be liable to misunderstand much of what the Scriptures

teach concerning Christ. For while, on the one hand, it is very

absurd to urge those texts which describe the glories that Christ

received in his official character, as a proof of the divine dignity

and glory of his nature ; so on the other hand, it is absurd to ap-

ply to the original, divine glories of his nature, those limitations

which belong to the glories of his office.
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Dr. Wardlaw exhibits the argument from that part of the pas-

sage which I have passed in silence, in the following manner

:

" Who being in the form of God, say our Unitarian opponents,

thought it not a prey to be as God ;
— that is, being in the form

of God by the communication of divine wisdom and power, did

not eagerly grasp at the resemblance of God ;
— which seems to

amount to no more than this ;— that possessing a resemblance to

God, he did not eagerly grasp at that which he already possessed.

But apart from all criticism, I would seriously ask those who thus

interpret it, if they think it possible that this can be its true mean-

ing ? Is it then to be the peculiar object of our admiration and

astonishment— is it to be held up as the example which, of all ex-

amples, we are most sedulously to imitate— that a creature, a

man, possessing by divine communication a singular portion of mi-

raculous power and wisdom, did not pervert these high endow-

ments to his own selfish ends ?— that he was not guilty of the

most heaven-daring presumption and impiety ?— that he absolute-

ly did not so abuse the gifts bestowed upon him, as to enter into a

kind of competition for glory with that Supreme Being, from whom

he derived his wisdom and power ? Is this, I ask, can this be,

the singular virtue which we are called to admire and to imitate as

the highest model of excellence ever exhibited on earth ? And
what is more immediately to our present purpose— where, accord-

ing to this interpretation, is the amazing condescension and benev-

olence of the Saviour ? Is this the height, and depth, and length

and breadth of the love of Christ, which passeth knowledge ?

The unnatural and vapid tameness of such an exposition is, of it-

self, sufficient to condemn it. It unnerves and paralyzes the

whole strength of the passage."

We are now, secondly, to examine those texts which attribute

perfections to Christ above what pertained to his human nature.

Rev. 1: 8. "I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the

ending, saith the Lord, which was, and is, and is to come, the Al-

mighty." If it can be made to appear that Christ is the speaker

in this passage, the argument is conclusive ; for it would be both
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absurd and blasphemous for any created being to claim these per-

fections. Now that Christ is the speaker is manifest from the gen-

eral scope of the context, and particularly from vs. 17, 18: "I am
the first and the last, he that liveth and was dead ; and behold I am
alive forever more. " There is uideed no conceivable reason, why

the passage above quoted should not be understood of Christ, except

the prepossession of some men against giving him divme honors.

• In the Scriptures, Christ is said to know all things ; to have life

in himself, and to give it to whomsoever he will ; and to be pres-

ent with all those who are gathered together in his name. These

remarkal)le characters of Chi-ist no more belong to mere humanity,

than absolute eternity.

If then Christ had so many attributes above what belonged to

him in his human nature, it follows that he must have preexisted

in a superior character.

But the third class of texts before mentioned, afford, if possible,

still more decisive evidence of the pre-existence of Christ. Our

opponents may say, though in the face of sound argument and

criticism, tliat the passages which speak directly of the pre-exist-

ence of Christ, are to be understood of the purpose or appoint-

ment of God, or of the representations which were made from the

beginning of the world of the Messiah to come, as the object of

hope and joy to mankind, and that the passages which attribute to

him perfections, above what have been known in any other case to

belong to human nature, are to be understood of the extraordinary

endowments with which he was furnished, to qualify him for the

important place he was to fill in the kingdom of God. But what

can they say of those passages, which expressly teach, that a great

change actually took place in his character and state, when he

became man ? There seems to be no way in which Unitarians can

evade the argument from these texts in favor of the pre-existence

of Christ, but by alleging, that they relate to something which took

place during his abode on earth. Accordingly the question to be

agitated is, whether the texts quoted under this head, point out a

change which took place when Christ became maai^ or a change

which took place afterwards.

28*
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We begin with John 1: 14. " And the word was made flesh and

dwelt among us." The meaning which the inspired writer intend-

ed to convey is as obvious and certain, as any words could make

it. The word, who was in the beginning with God, and was God,

and by whom all things were created,— was made flesh, or became

incarnate, and dwelt among us. If any change of state is here

signified, it plainly consisted in his becoming man, or being made

flesh. If no change of state is meant to be signified ; then he

who was in the beginning with God, and was God, and by whom
all things were created, was no other than a mere man, who was

born of Mary at Bethlehem, thousands of years after the creation,

of which he was the author ! It is sufiicient barely to state the

sentiment of Socinians, and to ask, how the Evangelist could

undertake to teach such a sentiment by such language consistently

either with common sense, or honesty.

But this text must be taken in connection with others ; first, with

the one already examined, Phil. 2. The change now under con-

sideration is here expressed thus. " He made himself of no rep-

utation,"— ias'vmas iavrov, he emptied or divested himself— " and

took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the like-

ness of men." Previously " he was in the form of God, and

thought it not robbery to be equal with God." In John, the

change is represented as consisting in his being made flesh ; here,

in his taking upon him the form of a servant, and being made in

the likeness of men. Now examine the life of Jesus on earth,

and see if any event took place from his birth to his ascension,

which in any degree answers to the representation here made of

the change. At what period subsequent to his birth did he put

ofi" the form of God, and assume the form of a servant ? * In

what part of his life did he begin to exhibit less of the form of

God, than he had exhibited in the preceding part ? In what part

of his life was he made flesh, in a sense in which he was not flesh

before ? But if the change spoken of did not take place in any

part of his life as man, there is no way to avoid the conclusion,

* Wardlaw's Discourses.



PRE-EXISTENCE OF CHRIST. 331

that it took place when he became man. And if a change from a

higher to a lower state took place when he became man, the doc-

trine of his pre-existence is established.

Take one text more. 2 Cor. 8: 9. " Ye know the grace of our

Lord Jesus Christ, that though he was rich, yet for your sakes he

became poor, that ye, through his poverty might be rich." " On

repeating these words we naturally ask," with Wardlaw,* " when

was Jesus rich as a man ?— when he was bom in the stable and

laid in the manger ?— when he said, the foxes have holes and the

birds of the air have nests, but the Son of man hath not where to

lay his head ?— At what period of his life was he rich ?— and

when and how did he become poor ? " Compare this text with

the one considered above, John 1: 14. Taking them together we

conclude that Christ's becoming poor in one of the texts, answers

to his being made flesh in the other ; and so that his being rich in

the one, refers to his original greatness and glory as Creator and

Proprietor of the universe, ascribed to him in the other. And if

we proceed with this comparative view of different texts relating

to the same subject, and consider the passage in Phil. 2, our inter-

pretation of the texts above mentioned will appear still more satis-

factory. Admitting that Christ pre-existed in an exalted and glo-

rious state, all these passages convey a very plain and important

truth. But on the Socinian hypothesis, theii' meaning becomes

embarrassed and unintelligible.

If you would learn the peculiar nature of the change spoken of

in the forecited passages ; then take a general view of the repre-

sentations which are made of this change in the texts referred to,

as that he was in the beginning with God, and was God ; that by

him all things were created ; that he was made flesh ; that he de-

scended from a state of riches to a state of poverty ; and so of the

rest. To obtain a clear idea of the change suggested by these

representations, examine particularly all the texts, which are de-

scriptive of the two different states that belonged to him ;
— his

state of original dignity and glory, and his state of voluntary

* See his Discourses on the Socinian Controversy.
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humiliation. Take, for example, the text in Philippians, " Who
being in the form of God, etc." We wish to discover what this

text means. What was it for Christ to be in the form of God ?

You learn this, so far as you are concerned to know it, from those

texts which give the fullest description of the original character of

Christ. He is the Alpha and Omega ; by him were all things made

;

he is, before all things ; the true God and eternal life ; over all

God blessed forever ; the brightness of the Father's glory and the

express image of his person. These texts, relating as they do, to

the original character of Christ, show wha,t is meant by the form

of God, in contradistinction to the form of a servant ; and also

what is meant by Christ's being rich, in contradistinction to the

state of poverty, to which he submitted for the sake of our re-

demption. Again ; if you would learn exactly what is that poverty

to which he submitted ; attend to the various texts which give an ac-

count of his birth ; of the circumstances of his life, as a man ; his

trials, labors, wants, sufferings and death. Here you learn what

was his state of poverty. These representations show what it

was for the word to be made flesh ; for God to dwell with us ; and

for him who was in the form of God to take upon him the form of

a servant. In this way you may satisfy yourselves, that the change

of Christ's state is well expressed by the Assembly of Divines, and

consisted " in his taking to himself a true body and a reasonable soul,

in his being born, and that in a low condition, made under the law,

undergoing the miseries of this life, the wrath of God and the

cursed death of the cross, in his being buried, and continuing under

the power of death for a time."

There is one important inference from the foregoing reasoning,

with which I shall close. If Christ's being in a state of humilia-

tion and suffering is clearly the consequence of a great and volun-

tary change which took place in his state ; then none of the terms

which are used to describe the state of his humiliation, and none

of the circumstances attending it, can be urged against the divine

glory of his own proper, original character. Here you have a ready

answer to the strongest argument ever used against the doctrine

under consideration. From the circumstance of Christ's being a
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man, dependent, limited in knowledge, mortal, etc., Socinians ar-

gue against his pre-existence in a superior state. In this argument,

they entirely overlook the important consideration, that the man-

hood of Christ, his dependence, limited knowledge, etc., are all the

result and the mere result of the change of state, to which he

graciously submitted for the salvation of men.

I give the following illustration of this, though I am sensible the

illustration is very imperfect. Suppose then a king, the lawful

possessor of the crown, benevolently condescends, for a time, to

occupy a low place— to fill some menial office in society, which no

one else is willing or able to occupy. He does this for the sake of

relieving a class of citizens from wretchedness, and raising them to

a state of comfort. In the exercise of his distinguished kindness,

he puts on the habit of a man in that humble office, and enters on

its duties. Certain foreigners, seeing him in this condition, and

knowing nothing of his own proper character, or of the reasons of

his present appearance and employment, pass by him without notice.

Some of his ministers of state, observing the mistake of these

strangers, tell them, that the man they passed by, is the Tdng. A
controversy ensues. The foreigners argue, that he cannot be the

king, because he appears in so low a condition, and exhibits none

of the ensigns of royalty. His ministers reply, that out of pater-

nal affection to a certain class of unhappy citizens, and for the

sake of their relief, he has, for a time, laid aside the ensigns of

royalty, and assumed this humble office ; that, with their own eyes,

they witnessed the change in his condition ; and, that, under all

this mean appearance, they perfectly recognize the dignified person

of the king ; that they are his ministers of state, and shall, a few

days hence, see him arrayed in all the honors of majesty. The

strangers, notwithstanding the united testimony of the ministers

and citizens, are still bold to assert that he is not and cannot be

^e king, and cannot deserve the reverence due to a king, because

he does not now show the ensigns of the kingly office, but, on the

contrary, appears in a mean habit, and acts the part of a servant.

— The controversy between these ministers and these foreigners

I leave to your decision.



LECTURE XXV.

THE DIVINITY OR GODHEAD OF CHRIST PROVED FROM THE APPLI-

CATION TO HIM OF THE DIVINE NAMES, GOD, AND JEHOVAH.

It has, if I mistake not, been satisfactorily proved, that hu-

manity was not the original character of Christ ; but that he pre-

existed in a nature superior to that of man. In regard to this

point the Arians agree with us. It now becomes a most interest-

ing inquiry, what that superior nature of Christ was. And here

we shall find it necessary to take our departure, not only from

Socinians, but from Arians— from every class of Unitarians. It

must be kept in mind, that the subject before us lies wholly be-

yond the province of mere human reason, and is eminently a sub-

ject of pure revelation. In regard to this subject therefore, as

in regard to every subject pertaining to the Christian religion,

the proper and only inquiry is, what do the Scriptures reveal ?

Do they teach that Jesus Christ, considered in his original nature,

or in the highest point of his character, is divine, or that he is

human ? or do they teach that he occupies some place between

divinity and humanity ? Doubtless there are marks or charac-

ters, by which the eternal God is distinguished from all created

beings. Do these peculiar marks belong to Christ ?

The distinguishing marks or characters, by which the Supreme

Being is made known to us, are his peculiar names and titles, his

attributes, works and honors. If on careful inquiry it shall be

found, that all these belong to Christ, and that they belong to

him in the same sense in which they are elsewhere represented as

belonging to God ; what must be our conclusion, but that Christ

is God ? Especially as there is a strong presumption, as I have
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before suggested, that revelation will sacredlj^ guard tlio honors

of the Supreme Being, and never expose us to the danger of

thinking, that any creature, however exalted, may share them

with him. That it does in fact thus guard the honors of the

Godhead is very apparent.

In the first place, then, we find that the names and titles which

are peculiar to the Supreme Being, are applied to Christ. The

following are among the principal passages where the name Grod

is given to Christ. John 1: 1. " The word was God." Luke 1:

16, 17. It is said of John Baptist that he shall " turn many to

the Lord their God," meaning Christ, as appears from the con-

nection. John 20: 28. " And Thomas answered and said unto

him, my Lord and my God." Rom. 9: 5. " Of whom— Christ

came, who is over all God blessed forever." 1 Tim. 3: 16. "God

manifest in the flesh." Tit. 2: 18. " The glorious appearance of

the great God, and our Saviour Jesus Christ." See also 2 Pet.

1: 1.— Heb. 1: 8. " Thy throne, God, is forever and ever."

1 John 5: 20. " This is the true God and eternal life."

Let us now apply ourselves to a careful, though it must be a

brief examination of several of these texts, and see whether upon

the principles of sound interpretation, they do indeed afford con-

clusive evidence of the deity of Christ, or whether they are to be

understood in some other way.

We begin Avith John 1: 1. " The word was God." .
The only

question is, whether the term God is here used in a literal and

proper sense, for the Supreme Being, or in a metaphorical sense,

for a being who is not truly divine.

It is admitted on all hands, that we are to understand words

in their literal and proper sense, unless there are manifest rea-

sons against it. In the case before us then, are there any rear

sons why the word Ciod should not be understood in its proper

and highest sense ? Unitarians cannot be allowed to say, that

the word is not to be understood literally, because it is apphed

to Christ ; for this would be a manifest begging of the question.

It would be taking for granted, that whereas there is only one

God, Christ cannot be God ; which is the point at issue. If
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this way of setting aside the proper sense of the word, should

be admitted, it is very clear that the Scriptures never could,

by any possible forms of expression, teach the Deity of Christ.

For whatever language might be employed, Unitarians could

easily assert, that the meaning cannot be what it appears to be,

because Christ cannot be God without destroying the divine uni-

ty. According to this mode of treating the subject, our inquiry

would no longer be, what do the Scriptures teach, but whether we

shall receive the doctrines of revelation or not ?

Is there then any reason against understanding the language

of Scripture, here applied to Christ, in its literal, proper sense ?

Is there anything in the text, or in the circumstances attending it,

which could have been intended to guard us against this sense ?

We find it here said, that all things were made by Christ ; that

he is the light and hfe of the world, etc. Are not these circum-

stances evidence, that the word Ciod is applied to Christ in its

literal sense ? Are they not clear indications, that true Divinity

is intended ? From the passage itself then, taken in a connect-

ed view, there is not only no reason against the proper sense of

the word Crod, but strong reasons in favor of it.

For further satisfaction, compare this case with those cases, in

which the word God is apphed to a mere man. In each of these,

you will find the plainest intimations that the word Grod is used

in a secondary and subordinate sense. Exod. 7: 1. " And the

Lord said unto Moses, see I have made thee a God unto Pha-

raoh;"— " I have mad'e thee a god." It evidently denotes the

commission which God gave him, and the authority with which

God invested him. He was to be a god, or as a god unto Phara-

oh, because of the great power he was to exercise in regard to the

plagues which should come upon Egypt.

Ps. 82: 6. " I have said ye are gods, and all of you children

of the Most High." Here magistrates are called gods. But we

are directly informed of their weakness and mortality. " Ye

shall die like men, and fall like one of the princes." It is thus

made clear, that the word is meant to be understood in a meta-

phorical sense. Though, on account of their commission and au-
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thority, they arc called gods, it is immediately suggested, that

they are nothing but dying men. Whitby's remarks on this pas-

sage are coincident with those just made. He says, " When mag-

istrates are in Scripture called gods, the Holy Ghost still addeth

something which excludes them from true divinity— as that

they shall die like men, or that they are rulers of the people
;

whereas when Christ is called God, it is either with some epithet

belonging to the Supreme Being or with the addition of some

operation proper to God."

Exod. 22: 28. " Thou shalt not revile the gods, nor curse the

ruler of thy people." The word gods here has generally been ap-

plied to magistrates. But as the original is generally used for the

Supreme Being, and is not to be applied to any other without very

obvious reasons, and as there are no such reasons here, inasmuch as

the prohibition is a very proper and important one, if the true God

is intended ; I think it most natural to adopt this sense :
" Thou

shalt not revile (or blaspheme) God, nor speak evil of the ruler of

thy people." Understood thus, it is substantially the same pre-

cept, as is expressed positively in the New Testament :
" Fear

God, honor the king."

When the name of God is given to idols, it is plainly given in

conformity with their groundless claims, or rather with the preten-

sions of their worshippers.

Thus it appears, that when the name of God is given to men,

or to idols, the attendant circumstances clearly show, that the

word is used in a metaphorical sense. But in the passage above

examined where it is said that Christ the Logos was God, there is

not the least intimation, that the term is to be understood in any

other than its proper sense. On the contrary, the circumstances

clearly intimate that it must denote proper divinity.

In a just interpretation of Scripture, this comparative view of

different passages is of the first importance. And I shall here

avail myself of the help it affords, in giving the right sense to the

passage 1 John 5: 20. " This is the true God and eternal life."

It is said by Unitarians, that the declaration may refer not to the

Son of God, but to the Father; although that is the remotest

VOL. I. 29
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antecedent, and the general nile reqmres that the relative should

refer to the nearest antecedent. Now why should it be thought

necessary in this case, to form an exception to a general rale, and

to make the relative refer to the remotest antecedent, rather than

the nearest, which is Christ ? Why this extraordinary effort to

prevent the application of the name of God to the Saviour in this

particular place, when there are so many other places in which

there is no doubt of such an application ? If John can say in hia

Gospel, " the Word was God," why should it be thought strange

that he should say the same in his epistle ? If Thomas, a fellow

disciple of John, could address Christ as " his Lord and his God,"

— if he could do this unreproved, and even be commended for it

by Christ, as a proper expression of his faith ; surely an attempt

to show that, in the text just cited, the word God cannot relate to

its nearest antecedent, because, as the argument assumes, it cannot

be applied to Christ, is an attempt proper for no one who is willing

that the Bible should explain itself.

But " the circumstance which places the matter beyond dispute

is, that the same person is plainly and unequivocally spoken of as

the true God, and the eternal life. It is granted that a writer is

the best interpreter of his own phraseology. Observe then the

expressions he uses in the beginning of the epistle :
' The hfe was

manifested, and we have seen it, and show unto you that eternal

hfe, which was with the Father, and was manifested unto us.'

In these words, it is admitted by Socinians themselves, that the

eternal life is a title given to Christ. Compare then the two pas-

sages. Is not the conclusion of the Epistle a clear explanation of

its beginning ? At the beginning ' we show unto you the eternal

life which was with the Father, and was manifested unto us.' At

the close,— ' We are in him that is true, even in his Son Jesus

Christ. He is the true God and the eternal hfe.' Now if this

designation, the eternal life, at the end of the sentence, is clearly

meant of Jesus Christ, the immediate antecedent ; so beyond all

reasonable doubt must the preceding clause be. The same person

is undeniably affirmed to be the true God and the eternal life."
*

Wardlaw.
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To these words there is immediately subjoined an admonition

against idolatry. " Little children, keep yourselves from idols."

The connection in which this admonition is introduced, is an addi-

tional proof that our interpretation is correct. For, as an eminent

writer * justly observes :
" it is very unhkely that the Apostle John

should conclude his Epistle with a solemn charge against idolatry,

or the worshipping of that which is not God, and yet in the forego-

ing verse, leave his expression concerning the true God, so easily

and so naturally to be interpreted concerning Christ, if he were

not the true God."

As to the address of Tliomas— if any one should consider it as

a vehement exclamation, a sudden burst of surprise and rapturous

affection, and should on this principle undertake to account for it,

that he calls Christ his God ; I would then turn to the first sen-

tence of this Gospel, and inquire whether a historian, such as John,

in the coolness of age, and at the very commencement of his nar-

rative, can be supposed to have felt any such surprise or rapture,

or to have bx-oken out into such a vehement exclamation. But if

John, as a faithful historian and teacher, could deliberately, and

coolly assert, that " the Word was God ;
" why could not Thomas

assert the same, as an act of rational faith and adoration.

Rom. 9: 5. " Of whom, as concerning the flesh Christ came,

who is over all God blessed forever." Many constructions have

been invented by learned criticism, tending to pervert or obscure

this plain testimony to the Divinity of Christ. The one which

deserves most notice, and is most relied upon by Unitarians, is that

which makes the whole or part of the clause to be merely a dox-

ology in praise of the Father, thus :
" God who is over all be

blessed forever ;
" or, " God be blessed forever." An unanswer-

able objection to the former of these constructions is contained in

the remark of Middleton ;
— " that in all the doxologies both of

the Septuagint and of the New Testament, in which evXoyijzog is

used, it is placed at the beginning of a sentence." " Against the

other supposed doxology," he says, " the objection is still stronger,

* Watts.
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since that would require us not only to transpose evloyi^ros, but to

read 6 d^eog. " The common construction of this important text is

strongly supported by the principles of sound criticism. It is the

beUef of Michaelis, " that Pavd here delivers the same doctrine of

the Divinity of Christ which is elsewhere unquestionably main-

tamed in the New Testament."

" Besides these considerations as to the construction of the

words in the original, there is something in the antithetical form of

the sentence which confirms the common translation. ' Of whom

as concerning the flesh Christ came.' Is not this evidently in-

tended to distinguish what he was according to the flesh, or as to

his human nature, as here contrasted with that higher view of his

character, according to which he is Cfod over all ? Remove from

the words, ' as concei'ning the flesh, ' this idea of antithesis, and

you deprive them of all force and meaning whatever ; and you

convert them into a useless and unnatural pleonasm, which adds

weakness, instead of strength and propriety to the expression and

the sentiment."

" There is," says another learned writer, " a magnificent rise

in the climax, when we come to read that this Christ, who came of

the Father according to the flesh, was in reality God."

Admitting what is perfectly evident, that the word Crod is here

applied to Christ, we must conclude, from the adjuncts, that it is

meant to be applied in its proper sense. For he who is called

God, is declared to be " over all," and " blessed forever."

Heb. 1: 8. " Thy throne, God, is forever and ever." These

words are quoted from Psalm 45 ; and we have the Apostle's au-

thority for applying them to Christ. " Unto the Son he saith, thy

throne, God, is forever and ever." All that remains is to as-

certain whether the name God is here used in a proper, or in a

metaphorical sense. Is there then any intimation, or any circum-

stance, to guard us against supposing that supreme Divinity is in-

tended ? Exactly the contrary. The context clearly proves, that

he who is here called God, is Jehovah. For in the following ver-

ses, the Apostle ascribes to him the work of creation, and ever-

lasting dominion, and celebrates his absolute immutability.
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John 10: 33; compared with ch. 5: 18— 19: 7. "Because

that thou, being a man, makest thyself God." Some Unitari-

ans would render it, makest thyself a god. This rendering

might have meant something in the mouth of one who believed in

polytheism. But what could it mean in the mouth of a Jew, who

acknowledged only one God ? Middleton and others have shown,

that according to the principles of the Greek language, it is not to

be inferred that &e6g is here used in an inferior sense, because the

article is omitted.

" Because that thou, being a man, makest thyself God." This

was addressed to Christ by the Jews, and shows what construction

they put upon his words. They had just heard him say, that he

and his Father are one ; and previously that he was the Son of

God, and that God was Ids Father. In consequence of these high

claims, they charge liim with making himself God. Had not the

construction which they put upon his words been right, there is

good reason to think he would have corrected it. His reply to

them, John 10: 31— 36, which some suppose was intended to cor-

rect that construction, was evidently argumentum ad hominem,—
a confutation of his opposers on principles maintained by them-

selves. " If he, or it," meaning the Scripture, " called them

gods, to whom this word of God came,"— that is, if those who

were addressed in this passage, cited from Psalm 82, " were called

gods ; say ye of him whom the Father hath sanctified and sent in-

to the world, thou blasphemest, because I said I am the Son of

God ? " This passage affords not the least reason to think, that

Jesus meant to represent himself as a god in the same sense in

which the Jewish magistrates were called gods. The argument is

from the less to the greater. If such persons as those addressed

in the passage quoted, were called gods, why should one, so much

superior to them, be charged with blasjjhemr/, because he declared

himself to be tJie Son of Cfod, or the Messiah ; which, according

to their Scriptures, was making himself God. See ch. 19: 7.

*' They answered Pilate, we have a law, and by our law he ought

to die, because he made himself the Son of God." It was

Christ's making himself the Son of Crod, that they considered as

29*
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blasphemy. But why ? Evidently because making himself the

Son of God was, as they were led by their Scriptures to under-

stand that title, the same as making himself God. And for a

mere man, as they regarded Jesus to be, to make himself God,

was blasphemy ; that is, it was claiming divine honors ; and this

was treating God with irreverence and impiety.

We must remember it was the charge of hlmpliemy that Jesus

me^nt to repel, not the charge of calling himself the Son of God,

and thus making himself God. He certainly did not mean to re-

pel the charge of calling himself the Son of Grod. Nor did he

mean to deny that calling himself the Son of God was making

himself God. But he meant to deny, that he was guilty of hla»-

phemy for calling himself the Son of God in such a way as implied

that he was God. The Old Testament Scriptures ascribed to the

Son of God, the Saviour of the world, the attributes and honors

of the Godhead ; and hence for Jesus to call himself the Son of

God was, constructively, to claim divine attributes and honors
;

that is, in other words, to make himself God. You observe that

the design of the argument was to justify himself in what he had

done ; that is, to show that they had no reason to charge him with

blasphemy, because he had done that which they understood to be

making himself God.

There is another consideration, which shows that while Jesus

repelled the charge of blasphemy, he still meant to maintain the

high claims which they had understood him to assert. The consid-

eration is, that after he had made use of the argument above recited,

and finished his reply, they continued to feel the same dissatisfac-

tion as before. " Therefore they sought again to take him ;"

doubtless because, after all he had said, they still conceived that

he made himself God, by calling himself the Son of God. The

remarks of Storr and Flatt on this passage coincide with the views

above expressed.*

It is needless to pursue further this examination of particular

texts. If I have made it apparent, that the name God is in various

* Bib. Theol. Vol. I. p. 240, 428.
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passages of Scripture applied to Christ, and applied in its proper

and primary sense, I have done what I intended. It was mj ob-
'

ject to illustrate the nature of the argument, not to dwell upon all

the particular texts in which the argument is contained.

Before leaving this point, I ought to advert to those cases, in

which it might not be supposed evident from the passages them-

selves, though capable of being inferred from other considerations,

that the name Q^od is intended to be applied to Christ. I refer to

such texts as Tit. 2: 13. " The glorious appearing of the great

God and our Saviour Jesus Christ." 2 Peter 1: 1. " Through the

righteousness of God and our Saviour Jesus Christ." Luke 1: 16.

" He," that is John, " shall turn many of the children of Israel to

the Lord their God." Now it may not be at once evident from

the texts themselves, whether the name God is to be applied to the

Father, or to the Son. Though it would seem, that according to the

most natural and easy construction, it belongs to Christ, yet such a

construction may perhaps without violence be given, that it shall

belong to the Father. On this account, I should not place such

texts foremost in the rank of those which prove the Deity of Christ,

in opposition to Socinians and Arians. It is proper to attend first

and most particularly to those passages, which afford unequivocal

evidence, that the name of God in its proper sense belongs to

Christ. This being done, we shall see that there is no presumption

against considering the name of God as appUed to Christ in such

other texts, as those above mentioned. For if in so many places,

it is certainly applied to him, what presumption can there be against

the same apphcation here ? Why should we labor to find out an-

other construction, which may possibly consist with the language

employed, when that which gives the name of God to Christ is the

most natural and obvious, and when that construction is supported

by a multitude of texts which are plain and unambiguous. When
therefore it is said of John Baptist, that he should turn many to

the Lord their God, we may well think by the Lord their God,

CJvrist is meant. Because, as Dr. Clarke himself allows, though

reluctantly, " that in strictness of construction, the words are con-

nected with the following word Idm^ which must necessarily be un-
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ierstood by Christ." Now if " in strictness of construction" the

words belong to Christ, there is certainly no reason why we should in-

vent another construction. The same remarks apply to the passages

above quoted, Tit. 2: 13. Pet. 1: 1. Dr. Clarke acknowledges that

in each of these places the words will grammatically bear a con-

struction, which makes the whole passage belong to Christ. Ac-

cording to this, the reading mil be, " the glorious appearing of

our great Cfod and Saviour, Jesus Christ;^''— the righteousnesa

of our God and /Saviour, Jesus Christ.''^ As the words will bear

this construction, all the texts above investigated are so many pro-

bable reasons in support of it.

But respecting these texts something more is to be said. Ward

law observes, " that they have been brought forward into more

prominent notice of late ; that their application depends on the

usage of the Greek language with respect to the definite article, a

usage not only ascertained beyond all controversy, by the learning

of recent critics, but recognized and proceeded upon, without any

reference to the support of a theological system, in almost all the

older English translations of the Bible."

The phrase 2 Pet. 1: 1, is thus rendered in the common version,

" through the righteousness of God and our Saviour Jesus Christ."

In the margin of the larger English Bibles, and in all the old ver-

sions ;
" the righteousness o/" owr Grod and Saviour, Jesus Christ.''^

According to the established principles of Greek construction, this

is their only just translation. So the passage in Titus should be

rendered, " the glorious appearing of our great Grod and Saviour^

Jesus Christ.''^ Besides the estabhshed rule of construction, there

is in the present instance an additional consideration in support of

this rendering which is of no trifling weight ;
" namely, the circum-

stance, that while we are directed very often to the second appear-

ing of Jesus Christ, as the object of Christian hope, there is no

instance in which we read of the appearing of the Father.^*

We proceed now to the name Jehovah. The Greek word which

is rendered Lord in the New Testament, is the word by which the

Septuagint version expresses the name Jehovah. In the passages

therefore which are quoted from the Old Testament into the New,



FROM THE NAME LORD OR JEHOVAH. 345

we must generally understand the word Lord as equivalent to

Jelwvah.

Jehovah has been considered as the incommunicable name of

the Supreme Being. He appropriates it to himself,— " My name

Jehovah." At the close of Psalm 83, we have these words

:

" that men may know that thou, whose name alone is Jehovah, art

the most high over all the earth." Now what greater proof can

be required of the supreme Divinity of Christ, than to find that

this name is repeatedly and directly given to him both in the Old

and the New Testament ?

The words, Isaiah 40: 3, " The voice of him that crieth in the

wilderness, prepare ye the way of Jehovah," were fulfilled when

John appeared as the forerunner of Christ to prepare^ the people to

receive him. A comparison of Isaiah 6: 3, with John 1: 23.

John 3: 28, and Mai. 3: 1, will show that the Jehovah, before

whom the messenger was sent, was the Messiah.

Heb. 1: 10. These words, " Thou Lord in the beginning," are

apphed to the Son of God ; and they are quoted from Ps. 102,

where the writer in different parts of the Psalm addresses him who

is called Jehovah.

Again if you compare Isaiah 6: 1— 10, with John 12: 41, you

will find it very manifest, that Jesus Christ is the Jehovah whose

glory the prophet saw.

I forbear to quote those places in the Old Testamant where the

name Jehovah is applied to the Angel of the covenant ; to him

who is called the Sa\nour of Israel ; to him who was to be born of

a virgin ; and other places in which there is good reason to think

that the name Jehovah is given to the JNIessiah. My object has

been, not a complete enumeration of appropriate texts, but a se-

lection of those which afford the clearest evidence. If we have

satisfactorily proved the fact, that the Scriptures apply the name

Jehovah to Christ, we have established a principle of interpre-

tation, which will justify us in applying the same name to Christ,

in a variety of other passages, which might possibly admit of ano-

ther interpretation, but which are most naturally and easily inter-

preted in this way.



LECTURE XXVI.

DIVINITY OF CHRIST PROVED FROM THE ASCRIPTION TO HIM OF

DIVINE ATTRIBUTES AND WORKS.

I MIGHT dwell much longer on the argument derived from the

application of the names and titles of the Supreme Being to

Jesus Christ. But I have considered it unnecessary ; because

the reasoning on other texts would be substantially the same

with that, to which you have attended. It must not however be

forgotten, that a distinct argument arises from every single in-

stance, in which the inspired writers apply to Christ any of the

names or titles of the Supreme Being.

I shall now, in the second place, show that the divine attributes

belong to Clirist.

1. Eternity. Isa. 9: 6. " His name shall be called the ever-

lasting Father." John 1: 1. " In the beginning was the word."

John 8: 58. " Before Abraham was I am." Rev. 1: 8. " I am

Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, who was, and is,

and is to come."

2. Omnipotence. Isa. 9: 6. " His name shall be called— the

mighty God." Phil. 3: 21. " He is able to subdue all things to

himself." Heb. 1: 3. " Upholding all things by the word of his

power." Rev. 1: 8. " The Almighty."

3. Omniscience. John 2: 24, 25. " Jesus knew all men, he

knew what was in man."— 21: 17. "Lord thou knowest all

things." Rev. 2: 23. " I am he that searcheth the reins and

the hearts." Jude 25. " To the only wise God our Saviour be

glory forever."

4. Omnipresence. Matt. 28: 20. " Lo I am with you alway even
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unto the end of the world."— 18: 20. " Where two or three are

gathered together in my name, there am I m the midst of them."

His omnipresence is imphed in his upholding all things by the

word of his power.

The argument for the Deity of Christ which these texts afford,

would need no particular discussion or illustration, were it not for

the objections of those who deny the doctrme.

The passage in Rev. 1: 8, is one of the principal ones commonly

adduced to prove the eternal existence of Christ: " I am Alpha

and Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord, who

was, and is, and is to come." That these words were spoken by

Jesus Christ of himself seems to be rendered certain by other pas-

sages in the Apocalypse. Take v. 17, 18 of the same chapter.

" I am the first and the last, he that liveth and was dead; and

behold I am aUve forever more." See also ch. 22: 13. " I am
Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end, the first and the

last." These are represented as the words of him who says just

before, " Behold I come quickly ;" and just after, " I am the

root and offspring of David." Now compare these passages with

the language of God in Isa. 44: 6. " Thus saith Jehovah^ the

king of Israel, and his Redeemer, Jehovah of hosts ; I am the

first ; and I am the last ; and besides me there is no God." These

titles which denote eternal existence, and which are appropri-

ated by Jehovah to himself, are repeatedly assumed by Christ.

One of the texts which I have quoted to prove the omnipresence

of Christ, may be happily illustrated by a parallel text in the Old

Testament. Jesus said, " where two or three are gathered to-

gether in my name, there am I in the midst of them." Compare

this with the assurance given to Moses by the God of Israel.

Exod. 20: 24. " In all places where I record my name, I wiU

come unto thee and I will bless thee." No being could make
the one or the other of these promises, but he who was present in

all places and acquainted with all things.

The evidence in proof of the omniscience of Christ " is irre-

sistibly conclusive." Solomon says to Jehovah, " Thou even thou

only knowest the hearts of all the children of men." Again, Jer.
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17: 10. " I Jehovah search the heart, I try the reins, to give to

every man according to his ways, and according to the fruit of his

doings." In the same manner, Jesus says to the church m Thya*

tira, " and all the churches shall know, that I am he that search-

eth the reins and hearts ; and I Avill give unto every one of you

according to your works." " If this be not a direct and unquali-

fied claim of a peculiar divine prerogative, there is no meaning in

human language ; and to search the Scriptures for clear and sat-

isfactory knowledge must be a vain and fruitless task. Even if

Christ had simply said, ' all the churches shall know, that I search

the reins and hearts ;' this would have been enough for the

argument ; because the passages above cited do most emphatically

appropriate the searching of the heart to God alone. But the

terms in which he expresses himself are much more definite.

They evidently proceed upon the express assumption, that this is

the exclusive prerogative of one Being only. They confirm the

appropriation to God, of his universal and intuitive knowledge

of the heart, so distinctly marked in the former passages :
' All

the churches shall know,' not merely that I search, but, ' that I

am HE that searcheth the reins and hearts.' I might without

hesitation rest the omniscience of Christ on this one proof."* You

may notice however, how exactly this language respecting himself

accords with what is said of him during his abode on earth ;—
" He knew all men, and needed not that any should testify to him

of man ; for he knew what was in man."

Arians endeavor to invalidate the argument drawn from the at-

tributes of Christ in proof of his Deity by saying, that the attri-

butes which are ascribed to him in Scripture, are ascribed to him

in a secondary or subordinate degree. But such a meaning of

the passages referred to, is not suggested to us by anything in

the passages themselves. For if, in these passages, God the Fa-

ther were substituted for Christ, without any other alteration, no

one would suppose that the attributes spoken of are to be taken

in a secondary sense. Will it be pretended that this is signified

* See Wardlaw's Discourses.
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by the fact of tlieir being ascribed to Christ ? But to say, that

they must be understood in a secondary sense, because they are

ascribed to Christ, is to assume that Christ is not truly divine

;

which is the point in debate. If a secondary sense were intended,

there would be special reason to expect that this sense would be

notified to us ; because such notice would be necessary to guard

us against a pernicious mistake on a subject, in which the glory of

God and our o\Yn spiritual interest are deeply concerned. But it

is not only true, that nothing is found to intimate a limited or sec-

ondary sense of the Avords which ascribe divine attributes to Christ,

but that much is found to show, that they must be understood in

their highest sense. For they are applied to one who is often

called God, and to whom divuie works and honors are ascribed.

And surely it is reasonable to consider such a one to be eternal,

almighty and omniscient in the proper sense of the words. This

is only making the Bible its own interpreter.

Some however have been led by this principle to a different

conclusion. Dr. Clarke asserts that " Christ derived his being

from the Father, that he received from him his divine power,

authority, and other attributes, and so is in all respects subordinate

to the Father." To prove this, he quotes those passages which

declare, that all power is given to Christ; that all things are

delivered to him of the Father ; that he was appointed and sent

by the Father, etc." Now this mode of reasoning would be satis-

factory, were it not for the fundamental and obvious principle, that

the character exhibited by Christ in that incarnate state m which

he acted as Redeemer, was an assumed character^ and that it is in

this character that the marks of derivation and inferiority belong

to him. If any think it strange, that Christ should be so fre-

quently, and in such various forms, exhibited in this subordmate

character ; it is sufficient to refer to a remark before made, that it

is chiefly m the character and office of Redeemer, that the Scrip-

tures have undertaken to reveal Christ ; and that it is therefore

perfectly natural, that they should most frequently speak of him

as possessing those marks of dependence which belong to him in

that character. Enough has been said in former Lectures to show

VOL. I. 30
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that these marks of derivation and inferioritj in his assumed char-

acter and office furnish no proof against the divine dignity and

glory of his original state.

I shall glance at another consideration, which shows the sound-

ness of the argument from the attributes of Christ ; namely, that

understanding the texts which attribute divine perfections to Christ

in their proper sense, agrees best with the common, practical views

which are given of Christ as a Saviour. We are directed to look

to him, to come to him, to call upon him, to trust in him, and to

obey him, as a complete Saviour. He is represented as forgiving

sin, as keeping his people in his hand, and giving them eternal hfe.

Now these directions and representations have a much more

intelligible and important meaning, if we consider Christ as pos-

sessing divine attributes in the full and proper sense, than if we

should understand the subject otherwise. Indeed it is difficult to

affix any natural and satisfactory meaning to the directions and

representations referred to, unless the Lord Jesus Christ is consid-

ered as truly possessing divine power, knowledge and goodness.

Now if the above quoted texts, when taken by themselves, are

most naturally understood in their proper sense ; if there is noth-

ing in the respective contexts which requires a different sense ; if

the general representations which are made of his character and

offices, and the affections we are required to exercise towards him,

manifestly imply that he has the attributes of the Godhead ; and

if the marks of subordination and dependence which he bears in

his incarnate state, are easily reconciled with the divine glory of

his original character ; then we are supported in the conclusion

that he does truly possess the attributes of Divinity, and in his own

proper, original character, is " God over all."

My next argument in proof of the Deity of Christ will be drawn

from Ms works. I shall first attend to the work of creation.

From the many passages which relate to this subject I shall quote

only three. John 1: 3. "All things were made by him, and with-

out him was not anything made that was made." Col. 1: 16, 17.

" For by him were all things created that are in heaven, and that
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are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or

dominions, or principalities, or powers ; all things were created by

him and for him ; and he is before all things, and by him all things

consist." Heb. 1: 10, " Thou Lord in the beginning hast laid the

foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the works of thine

hands."

On these passages, considered as subjects of criticism, I would

just remark, that if there is any doubt whether proper creation is

denoted by iyevezo^ which is rendered " were made," in the first

passage ; that doubt is removed by the word ixtio&rj in the sec-

ond, which is admitted by all to express the idea of creation.

And if there is any possibility of a doubt whether the creation

spoken of in the first and second passages means the creation of

the natural world, or whether it means the spiritual creation accom-

plished in redemption ; that doubt vanishes when we attend to the

passage quoted from Hebrews ; for the changeable perishing nature

here spoken of cannot belong to the new spiritual creation in the

kingdom of grace, and must therefore relate to the natural world.

I see not how there can be any reasonable doubt that these pas-

sages conclusively prove the Deity of Christ. For if God the

Father were here substituted for Christ, no man would ever think

of denying that the work of creation is attributed to him in the

most proper sense. And this is as much as to say, that there is

nothing in the language of the inspired writers, which does not

favor our construction, namely, that Christ is in the proper sense,

the Creator of all things in heaven and earth. So that if any

contend for a different construction, namely, such a one as implies

that Christ is only an mstrument of creation, or a dependent agent

employed by God in that work, they must defend their construc-

tion on one of these two principles ; first, that the terms used can-

not be understood in their proper sense, simply because they are

applied to Christ ; or secondly, that they cannot be so understood,

because the sense is qualified and restrained by something in these

or in other texts.

If they take the first of these principles, my reply is, that this

would be a begging of the question.
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Let them then take the second principle, namely, that the sense

of the passages, where the work of creation is attributed to Christ,

is qualified and restrained by something in these or other texts.

In favor of this view, the following things have been advanced.

It has been said that the work of creation was performed

by God alone without any assistant or partner. For example, Isa.

44: 24. " I am Jehovah, that maketh all things ; that stretcheth

forth the heavens alone, that spreadeth abroad the earth by my-

self." Christ, therefore, as Unitarians reason, cannot be the Cre-

ator ; and those texts, which declare that all things were made by

him, must be understood in a metaphorical sense.

Reply. If the Bible does in some places explicitly declare,

that all things were created by Jesus Christ, and in other places,

that God is the sole Creator ; the natural conclusion is, that Christ

is Grod. " The Creator of all created beings cannot be himself a

creature,— and he who is not a creature must be God." If Uni-

tarians still insist, that a lower sense must be put upon the texts

which declare that all things were created by Christ, and urge that

the texts, taken in that lower sense, afford no proof that Christ is

God, I still ask for what reason they give this lower sense ? And
if they say that these texts must be taken in a lower sense, be-

cause they ascribe creation to one who is not God ; I reply again,

that this would plainly be a petitio principii, which sound logic

never admits. And if they should take another ground, and say,

that our argument to prove from the work of creation that Christ

is God, implies that, inasmuch as God the Father is Creator as well

as Christ, there must be two Gods ; they would certainly say this

without sufficient reason. For who has ever disproved or can dis-

prove the truth of the position, that the Father is God and Christ

is God, and yet there is only one God ? After all that Unitarians

have said, it remains perfectly clear, that the Father and the Son

may be distinct and different in some respects, so that they may be

properly spoken of with distinct appellations, as twopersonal agents,

and yet be one and the same as to divine nature or perfection

;

that is, one and the same God.

I have before made the remark, and here repeat it, that the
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common theory rests upon the principle, that the Bible is its own
interpreter. The inspired writers expressly declare that God
is the sole Creator. They declare as expressly, that all things /

were created by Jesus Christ. This representation that God is j

the sole Creator, and yet that aU things were created by Jesus /

Christ, identifies Christ with God. This is the Trinitarian theory. /

Though Christ is in some respects distinct from the Father
;
yet,

in his original character, he possesses the same divine perfections,

and is one with the Father. This clearly results from the princi-

ples of right interpretation. In coming to this conclusion, we
show a proper respect to every part of the Bible. But if men
first assume that Christ is a being in all respects distinct and dif-

ferent from God ; they will necessarily be led to use the most un-

justifiable liberties Avith all those texts which speak of Christ as

Creator. For if God is the sole Creator, and Christ is not God
;

then he cannot be Creator, except in some secondary or metaphori-

cal sense ; and this sense must be imposed upon all those parts of

Scripture, which declare that Christ is Creator, notwithstanding

the plainness and force with which they declare it.

Another argument which has been urged by Arians is, that two

of the texts, quoted at the beginning of this Lecture, do by them-

selves contain evidence, that Christ is Creator only in a limited or

metaphorical sense. "All thing were made by him, di avtov—
" tlirou(jh him," says Dr. Clarke ; who quotes Philo to prove, that

this word denotes the ministering cause, not the efficient. He also

says that Philo condemns it as an absurdity of language, to say that

any thing is made 8ia tov &eov.

In opposition to this criticism of Philo, and this reasoning of

Clarke and other Anti-trinitarians, I urge the fact, that this same
word 8itt is applied to God the Father, and must be confessed by
all to denote the highest efficiency concerned in creation and provi-

dence. Rom. 11: 36. " Of him and through him, 8i avtov, are all

things." There is no question but this is applied to God Supreme.

It cannot signify ministerial or instrumental agency, as the above

criticisms imply, without making God his own instrument. Again,

in Heb. 2: 10, did ia used in application to God the Father both

30*
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.vith aa accusatWe and a genitive. " It became him di ov, for whom

all things, and St ov, by whom all things, etc." Now if did is ap-

plied to God, to denote his proper efficiency in the production and

preservation of all things, why may it not denote an equal efficien-

cy when applied to Christ ? Certainly there is nothing in the mean-

ing or use of the preposition Sid, which forbids this. So that the

argument of Dr. Clarke and others, which is founded on the sense

of this word, is wholly destitute of force.

On this point, the authority of Schleusner and other philologists

who agree with him, must be considered as canceUing at once the

criticism of Philo and Clarke. According to Schleusner, the first

use of 8id is to denote the principal efficient cause, " causa effi-

ciens et quidem principalis." And of the three instances of

this signification which he gives, the first is the very text above

quoted, John 1: 3, " ndvra 81 avtov iysveTo."

In connection with the foregoing remarks, I shall make a quotar

tion from AUix in his " Judgment of the Jewish Church," intro-

ducing it by a passage from Priestley, who on this point differed so

widely and so justly from the Arians. Priestley says, " why might

not the power of self-subsistence be imparted to another, as well as

that of creating out of nothing ?" " He must have lost his reason,"

says AUix, " who imagines, that God can make a creature capable of

creating the universe. Grant this, and by what character will

you distinguish the creature from the Creator ? By what right then

could God appropriate, as he doth very often in the Old Testament,

the work of the world's creation to himself, excluding any other

from having anything to do in it but himself? The Arians who

worship Jesus Christ, though they esteem him a creature,— may

teach that a creature may be enabled by God to become a Creator

;

but for us, who deny that anything but God is to be adored, we

reject all such vain conceits of a creature being any way capable

of receiving the infinite power of a Creator."

But if the texts themselves, which attribute the work of creation

to Christ, contain nothing to quahfy and limit their meaning ; it is

still alleged by Arians, that there is evidence from other texts, that

Chi-ist is not the proper Creator, and that the passages which re-
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present him as Creator, must be miderstood to denote a mere inr

struraental agency.

They have often mentioned those texts which speak of Christ

as sustaining the character of a man and a mediator, as the min-

ister of God, acting by his appointment, and with power derived

from him.

In reply to this, I shall only say what is maintained by all Trini-

tarians, that Christ as a man, and as a mediator, was indeed the

minister of God the Father, and acted by his appointment, and

with power received from liim. At the same time it must be re-

membered, that humanity was not the original state of Christ, nor

mediatorship his original character and office. Proving that he

received power from the Father and exercised an instrumental

agency in the woi-ks he performed as man or mediator, proves

nothing as to his original character, or as to the works he per-

formed in that character.

The texts which call for special attention in relation to the sub-

ject now in hand, are those which declare that God the Father

performed the work of creation by the Son. Eph. 3: 9. " God

who created all things by Jesus Christ."* Heb. 1: 2. " By whom

also he made the worlds." From such texts Arians argue, that

the agency which Christ had in creation was merely an instru-

mental or ministerial agency.

On this mode of understanding these texts, I have a few re-

marks.

The first is, that it is difficult to reconcile this view of the sub-

ject, with the language frequently employed respectmg the agen-

* It is proper to remark in regard to this text, that the most learned and judi-

cious critics omit the phrase, " by Jesus Christ ;" so that the passage reads, " Grod

who created all things." According to this, the Apostle speaks of the mystery

which was hid in God, the Creator of all things. While I would not be forward

to embrace a new reading, I should feel it to be a fault to pay no respect to the

results of enlightened and sober criticism. If the reading of Griesbach and Hahn

is received in Eph. 3: 9, the passage in Heb. 1: 2. is the only one which presents

the subject of creation under that peculiar aspect. And this is, I think, a cir-

cumstance which deserves to be remembered ; although I shall not avail myself of

it so far as to give it any special influence upon my reasoning.
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cy of Christ in creation. This language attributes the proper

work of creation to Christ as unequivocally and strongly, as any

which is ever applied to the Father. " Thou Lord in the begin-

ning hast laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are

the works of thy hands." " All things were made by him." It

is difficult to conceive why the inspired writers should use such

language, if they meant only to say, that Christ was employed in

the work of creation, as creatures are employed in other works

of God.

Again ; the Scriptures represent, that Christ is the proper end

of creation, and that the glori/ of it belongs to him. " All things

were created by him and for him." In Heb. 1, the manifest ob-

ject of the writer is, to show what glory belongs to the Son of

God. With this view, he cites from the Old Testament a passage

which exhibits him, as the Maker of the heavens and the earth.

What else could he intend, but to show that Christ is entitled to

the honor of Creator ?

And yet the Scriptures expressly teach, that God, or Jehovah,

created the world bt/ himself alone, and that all the honor of be-

ing Creator belongs exclusively to him. These passages are to-

tally irreconcilable with those which ascribe to Christ the work

and the honor of creation, unless Christ is admitted to be truly

. God.

I might here add the remark which has often been made, that

the inspired writers, are exceedingly careful to guard the prerog-

atives of God against the least infringement, and to keep us from

giving any part of his glory to another. And we well know, that

one of his highest prerogatives is the work of creation ; and that

one of the highest honors which he claims, is the honor of that

work. How then can the Scriptures represent, that either the

work of creation, or the honor of it, belongs in whole or in part to

Christ, unless they mean to teach that Christ is God ?

I must add, that the representations which the Scriptures make

of the attributes of Christ, best agree with the doctrine that he

is the proper Creator. If he possesses such wisdom and power as

the inspired writers ascribe to him, and if he is before all things,
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tlie urst and tlic last ; it is perfectly consistent to believe that cre-

ation is properly his work.

Moreover, if we suppose, with many of the ablest Trinitarians,

that an instrumental and subordinate agency is, in the passages

referred to, ascribed to Christ in his original character as the

second person in the Trinity ; still the subordination must be

considered in such a light as not to imply any inferiority of nOr

ture or perfection. And certainly there is no absurdity in this

\iew of the subject. For the Father and the Son may, for aught

that appears, equally possess all divine perfections, while in respect

to the order of operation, the Father is first and the Son second.

Even in human relations there may be an official subordination, as

between a father who is a general or a king, and a son who acts

under him, without implying inferiority in respect to any personal

attribute. When we make the Bible its own interpreter, and

take the different places which relate to the subject in one con-

nected view, our conclusion must be, that Christ is not subordi-

nate in any such sense as to infringe the doctrine of his proper

Divinity. There is no other view of the subject that will agree

to the different parts of revelation, or consist with the principle,

that those different parts are to explain and qualify the sense of

each other, and to give us a complete view of the character of

Christ. If we should infer from one class of texts, that Christ

is subordinate to the Father, not only in office and the order of

acting, and as to his manhood, but in all other respects, and is

really inferior in his own proper nature, and so is not truly God

;

this would be more than these texts require, and would do mani-

fest injustice and violence to a multitude of other texts, which ex-

pressly attribute Godhead to Christ. On the other hand, if we

should infer from those texts which declare his Godhead, that he

is God, or one with the Father, in such a sense, as to exclude the

doctrine of his distinct personality, or of his subordination to the

Father in his official work ; we should do violence to the other

class of texts which plainly teach such a personality, and such a

subordination.

Here we shall easily discover the radical error of those who
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adopt any form of Arianism. From those passages of Scripture

winch teach that Christ is subordinate to the Father, commission-

ed by him, etc., they infer that Christ is not possessed of the same

nature or perfection with the Father, but is inferior in all respects.

Whereas the passages are fairly interpreted, and the obvious de-

sign of them fully answered, by the supposition that he is subordi-

nate in office and in the order of operation, and by the supposi-

tion that his commission related to his character and work as Me-

diator. Two persons perfectly equal in everything Avhich belongs

to character, may, in the accomplishment of a certain object, act

together in such a manner, that in the order of operation, one shall

be first, and the other second ; one chief, the other subordinate.

A priority and subordination of this kind, would furnish no proof

of superiority or inferiority in any of the essential properties of

character. From the nature of the work to be accomplished, or

from something in the relation existing between them,— though

unknown to us,— there might be sufficient reason for what may

be called a subordination of one to the other, though they are

perfectly equal in nature. So here ; from the nature of the work

of redemption, and even of creation, there may be a reason

which lies beyond the reach of our intellect, why the Father and

the Son, though partakers of the same perfection, should, in ac-

complishing those works, act together in a particular order ;
—

and the relation eternally existing between the Father and the

Son, which lies so far out of the field of our intelligence, may also

afford a reason why the Son, though possessed of all divine per-

fections, should be subordinate to the Father, and should under-

take the work of mediation, rather than the Father.

This, I am aware, is an unfathomable subject. On this account

it is peculiarly necessary for us to adhere closely to our guide, and

not attempt to be wise above what is written. I have aimed mere-

ly to. give the word of God as a whole, its proper and consistent

sense, and to guard against every method of interpretation, which

would supersede the obvious sense of any part of revelation relative

to the character of Immanuel.

I cannot close this part of the discussion better than by the fol-
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lowing quotation. " If we were to set ourselves to devise terms

for the express purpose of conveying, as explicitly and unequivo-

cally as possible, the idea of Supreme Divinity, we should find it

difficult to select any better fitted for our design, than those which

are used in the verses cited in regard to creation. What could we

say more, than that by him all tilings were created, that are in

heaven and that are on earth, visible and invisible, whether they be

thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers ; that he is before

all things, and by him all things consist ? If that Being hy whom

all things were created, and /or whom all things were created, who

is before all things, and by whom all things consist, be not the

Supreme God, we may well ask, ' Is there a God at all ?' And if

there be a God, how shall we describe him ?"*

I shall now pursue the argument for the Deity of Christ from

his other works, beginning with the miracles ivhich he wrought dur-

ing his public ministry.

"What is generally called the power of working miracles, was in

many cases given to prophets and apostles. But a little atten-

tion will show, that the power by which the miracles were really ef-

fected, never properly resided in those, at whose instance they were

wrought. It was not by the exertion of any proper ability or

strength of Moses, that so many plagues were brought upon the

land of Egypt, and that the Red Sea was opened for the escape of

the children of Israel. It was not by the exertion of a power, which

properly belonged to any prophet or apostle, that the sick were

healed and the dead raised. The apostles disclaimed this. Mirac-

ulous works were wrought by the proper, efficient power of God,

through the instrumentality of his servants ; in other words, the

miracles were wrought by God, in connection with some word or

action of theirs,— which word or action just signified that the

miracles were then to be wrought for a particular purpose, hg divine

poiver. When the power of working miracles is, in such cases,

ascribed to men, it must be understood in a very inferior sense.

Wardlaw's Discourses.
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In this inferior sense, miraculous power might be given to a child
;

that is, God might, if he pleased, raise the dead, or stop the sun

in his course, at the word of a child, or at the motion of his hand.

Indeed God might create a world in connection with the whisper

of a man, who had not power to speak, or with the motion of his

finger, when he had not power to lift his hand.

If these remarks are well founded, it is obvious that the greatest

possible increase of power, in this subordinate sense, would make

no approximation toAvards a proper creative power. But it is only

in this subordinate sense, that the power of working miracles or

the power of creation can be communicated to any dependent being.

Power, in a dependent being, must always be held and exercised

according to the will of the supreme Being. It is therefore, and

must of necessity be, exceedingly different in its nature from power

in God. God works by his OAvn independent power. But when a

created being performs works, either common or miraculous ; in

strict propriety of speech, God works through or by him as an in-

strument, though an active instrument, or agent. Agreeably to

this, we find that the works which are in a lower sense attributed

to the prophets and apostles, are represented as in the highest

sense the Avorks of God. Nor is it conceivable, that any work can

be performed by created beings, which does not depend ultimately

on the will and agency of God. No power, except that which is

constantly and wholly derived from God, can belong to any creature.

The existence of a proper efficient and independent power is plain-

ly inconsistent with the nature and condition of a created being.

I shall now inquire, tohether the miracles of Christ prove Ms

Divinity.

Respecting this I remark, first, that the miracles of Christ

prove his Divinity hy ^yroving that he is the promised 3Iessiah. The

prophets not only predicted the coming of Christ, but described

his character. They attributed to him divine names, perfections,

works and honors. The miracles which Jesus jvrought, were

expressly designed to prove him to be the Saviour who was to

come. And when they proved this, they proved him to be all that

the prophets represented the 3Iessiah to be. And what did they
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represent him to be ? What character did their writings attribute

to the Messiah ? Did they not represent him to be Divine ? Did

they not ascribe to him the works and honors of God ? If then

miracles prove him to be the Messiah, they prove his Godhead.

For the Scriptures exhibit no Messiah who is not truly Divine.

Here look at the supei-ficial manner, in which this subject is

sometimes treated. You are told that the works of Christ and

his resurrection from the dead prove him to be the Messiah, the

Saviour of the world ; that this is what we are required to beUeve
;

and that if we believe this, the demands of Scripture are satisfied,

whether we believe Christ to be divine, or not. But when Christ

undertook by his miracles to prove that he was the Messiah, did

he undertake to prove an unmeaning or ambiguous proposition ?

And is it an unmeaning or ambiguous proposition, that the Scrip-

tures require us to beheve ? To prove Jesus to be the Messiah,

is to prove him to be what the Scriptures declare the Messiah to

be. And to believe him to be the Messiah, is to believe him to be

what the Scriptures declare the Messiah to be. No other behef

can answer the demands of the Gospel.

It appears, then, that the miracles of Jesus prove his Godhead,

by proving him to be the promised Messiah, masmuch as the Mes-

siah is represented by the prophets to be Divine. I might say

also that they prove his Godhead by proving the truth of the doc-

trines he taught, one of which is the doctrine of his proper

Divinity.

But, secondly, a proof of the Divinity of Christ arises from the

peculiar maymer and circumstances of the miracles themselves.

There is, in several respects, a Avide difference between Christ,

and all others who have wrought miracles.

1. Christ wrought miracles m his own name, and in a peculiarly

authoritative manner. "He cast out the spirits with a word."

" With authority and power he commanded the unclean spirits,

and they came out." " He spake and it was done." " He said,

be thou clean, and immediately the leprosy was cleansed." When

there was a great storm, " he rebuked the wind, and said to the

sea, peace, be still ; and the wind ceased, and there was a great

VOL. I. 31
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calm." How different was this manner of proceeding from that

of others who were invested with miraculous power. Had the

apostles undertaken to work miracles in this manner, thej would

have been chargeable with arrogance and impiety. Paul did

indeed say to the spirit of divination that possessed a damsel,—
" I command thee to come out of her ;

" but he took care to show

that he did not speak in his own name, and by his own authority
;

for he said, " I command thee in the name of Jesus Christ to

come out of her." Prophets and apostles were jealous for the

honor of God, and took care to guard those who beheld their mi-

raculous works, against supposing that they wrought them in their

own name, or by their own power. And surely the meek and

lowly Jesus was not less humble than his disciples, nor less jealous

for the honor of God. Nor would he have guarded less watch-

fully than they, against the least appeai'ance of domg miraculous

works hi his own name, and by his own power and authority, had

he been a mere man. His manner of working miracles was suit-

able to that Bemg only, who created all things by the word of his

power ; who said, " Let there be light and there was light."

2. In working miracles, OJirist exercised his jjower according to

his own will. The leper said, " Lord, if thou wilt, thou canst make

me clean." Jesus said, " I will, be thou clean." " The Son

quickeneth whom he will." Thus Jesus identified himself with

him, " whose counsel shall stand, and who will do all his pleasure."

3. Christ gave the power of working miracles to others. "When
he ascended up on high, he gave gifts to men." " He granted

signs and wonders to be done by the hands of Paul and Barna-

bas." The disciples remembered and acknowledged this. They

said, " Lord even the devils are subject to us through thy name."

When the multitude marvelled at the cure of the lame man, Peter

expressly referred them to the Prince of life ;
— "And his name,

through faith in his name, hath made this man strong." " Eneas,"

said Peter on another occasion, " Jesus Christ maketh thee whole."

Does any one doubt whether Peter, when he wrought these mira-

cles, believed Christ to be Divine ? In what other manner would

he have treated him, had he really believed m his eternal power

and Godhead ?
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4. Christ wrought miracles /or his oivn glory. Creatures, how-

ever exalted, must prostrate themselves before God, and give all

glory to him. Holy beings, whether in heaven or earth, have

always done this.— But the end of Christ's miracles is repre-

sented to be Ms glory. When he turned water into wine, " he

manifested forth his glory." He said of the sickness of Lazarus,

" this sickness is not unto death, but for the glory of God, that

the Son of God may be glorified thereby." Here the distinction

between Christ and his apostles is most remarkable. Who ever

said, that such miracles were wrought that Paul or Peter might be

glorified thereby ? The apostles utterly refused to receive the

honor of any of the works they performed. When Peter saw that

the people wondered at the miracle he had done ; he said, " Why
look ye so earnestly on us, as though by our own power or holiness

we had made this man to walk." Paul and Barnabas showed the

same spirit. When the people began to honor them on account

of a miracle they had wrought, and were about to offer sacrifices

to them, " They rent their clothes and ran in among the people,

crying out and saying. Sirs, why do ye these things ? We also

are men of like passions with you." But did the highest honors

ever ascribed to the Lord Jesus Christ for his works, cause any

dissatisfaction in him ? Instead of this, he required those honors.

His miracles were wrought for this very end, that he might be

glorified thereby.

Now although miracles may be performed by mere men, that is,

through their instrumentahty, and so cannot, by themselves, be

proof of the Deity of those who, in this instrumental sense, per-

form them
;
yet, as the miracles of Christ were performed in his

own name, by his authoritative word, according to his will, and for

his glory, and as all the miracles which were wrought by his disci-

ples, were wrought by power communicated from him, and in his

name ; his miracles, and I would say the miracles of his disciples

also, being wrought in his name and by his power, plainly prove

him to be Divine. This argument acquires additional strength,

when the miracles of Christ are taken in connection with other

works of his, not yet mentioned, particularly his sustaining and

governing all things, saving his people, and judging the world.
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" Bj him all things are sustained." This is often mentioned in

Scripture as a peculiar work of God, and an illustrious display of

his power. The ascription of this work to Christ is a conclusive

proof of his Deity. It also helps to establish the views already

given of his miracles. If the Lord Jesus Christ sustains all

things ;. there is no reason to doubt that he wrought miracles by

his own power, and it is no matter of wonder, that he wrought

them by a word of command.

The work of salvation proves the Godhead of Christ. He who

saves sinners, must perfectly know their hearts, their circumstances,

and the malice and power of their enemies. He must be in

all places, ever ready to hear their prayers, and to rescue them

from temptation and danger. He must be able to recall their

wandering steps ; to subdue and forgive all their iniquities ; to or-

der all their concerns ; to sanctify them ; to support them in afflic-

tion ; to cheer them in the hour of death ; and finally to present

them faultless before the throne of liis Father. The Saviour must

do all this for every single believer, and for aU the millions, who

are redeemed from sin. His eye must be upon them every mo-

ment. His power must be constantly exerted, and his grace

constantly displayed, in their behalf. Let any man consider what

it is to be the Saviour of sinners, and then say, whether any one

but Jehovah is adequate to the work.

The same remarks apply to the work of final judgment. The

judge of the world must be perfectly acquainted with the hearts

and lives of all men, both saints and sinners ; must have a com-

plete knowledge of all their circumstances during their probation

;

— of every privilege they enjoyed ; of every difficulty and temp-

tation they had to encounter ; of every thought and emotion of

their hearts ; of every word they uttered ; of every action, wheth-

er good or bad, open or secret, which they performed ; in short,

of everything which from first to last pertained to their condition

in this life, or had any influence in forming their character. He

must also have a perfect knowledge of the divuie perfections, and

the concerns of the divine government, and must be able to dis-

tribute rewards and punishments to the countless myriads of an-

gels and men, with infallible justice and equity. Who can be
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competent to this, but Jehovali, whom the Scriptares expressly rep-

resent as the Judge of the world.

I shall just glance at one general objection to the argument

from the miracles of Christ, as stated by Dr. Priestley. " Christ

always spake of himself as receiving his doctrine and his power from

God, and again and again disclaimed having any power of his own.

* Verily, verily I say unto you, the Son can do nothing of himself,

etc' This is inconsistent with the idea of Christ's having any

proper power of his own more than other men."

My first reply is, that this view of the subject cannot be admit-

ted, without implying a heavy charge against Christ. How could

one who had no proper power of his own more than other men,

perform the most stupendous miracles in his own name, and by a

word of command, and give his disciples power to do the same

miracles, without the least intimation that they were in any dan-

ger of overratmg his agency, or giving him too much honor ?— I

say, how could one, who had no power of his own more than other

men, do all this, without arrogating to himself that glory which

God will not give to another ? Now as the sense which Unitari-

ans give to the Scriptures bears so hard upon the moral character

of Christ, we should certainly be slow to receive it.

My second reply is, that when Jesus says, " the Son can do

nothing of himself," he may intend merely to assert his perfect

union and co-operation with the Father, " The Son can do noth-

ing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do ; for what things

soever he doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise. For as the

Father raiseth up the dead and quickeneth them ; even so the

Son quickeneth whom he Avill." I am far from thinking myself

able to fathom the profound subject here brought before us. But

in my humble judgment, the sense which is conveyed by this and

other texts taken together, is plainly this ; that the Son does not

act separately from the Father, but that they are perfectly united

in will and operation— that they have a joint agency in the same

works. The passages quoted by Priestley, when taken in their

proper connection, admit of a construction perfectly easy and con-

sistent, upon the principle of Christ's true and proper Divinity.

31*
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But I have one more reply, namely ; that those texts which as-

sert that Christ received power from the Father, acted according

to the will of the Father, etc., respect Christ in his assumed or

official character, not in his original or divine character— they re-

spect him as man, not as the Logos, the second person in the God-

head. " There are two classes of texts, both contained in the same

book, both claiming to have their testimony received as of the

same authority." One class represents Christ as aman, and attrib-

utes to him all the properties and circumstances of a man. The

other class represents him to be God, and attributes to him all the

perfections and works of Deity. " Now is there any principle

of reconciliation between these apparently contradictory texts ?

Is there any ground on which both may be consistently believed ?

There is such a principle— there is such a ground, and besides it

there is no other. It is to be found in the double view which the

Scriptures give of the person and character of Jesus, as God and

man."—"Admit that double view, and the difficulty vanishes.

The testimony of the Scriptures, which at first appeared so incon-

sistent, becomes one testimony. On this principle, we cease to

wonder at the seeming contrarieties. We perceive them to be

merely apparent, nay to be such as we had every reason to expect.

We find language respecting him of different complexions, accord-

ing as he is spoken of vmder one or the other view of his per-

son. If the language respects him as man, it represents him as

having the properties, and as being in the circumstances of a man.

It speaks of him as dependent upon God, receiving all from him,

praying to him, etc. If it respects him in his divine character, it

represents him as having all the attributes and performing all the

works of Jehovah. Now if this is a principle, which in fact does

produce harmony and consistency in the word of God, while the

rejection of it gives rise to difficulties without number ; is not this

of itself a strong presumptive evidence that the principle is cor-

rect ? This may be reduced to a general rule of interpretation,

namely ; of two contending systems, that one ought to be prefer-

red, which not only affords a natural explanation of the particular

texts by which it seems to be itself supported, but at the same
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time furnishes a satisfactory principle of harmony between these

and those other passages, which have the appearance of comite-

nancing its opposite."*

* Wardlaw.



LECTURE XXVII.

THE DIVINTTY OF CHRIST PROVED FROM THE "WORSHIP RENDERED

TO HIM.

The Scriptures require men to worship God, and Grod only.

And as they are consistent with themselves, if they teach that re-

ligious worship is to be rendered to Christ, it must be on the

principle of his being God. This is a general view of the argu-

ment. But besides this, some of the passages to be quoted show

directly, that those who paid rehgious homage to Christ did, in

fkct, regard him as God. In such cases, the Godhead of Christ

is not merely to be inferred from the consideration of his being

worshipped, but is put beyond all doubt by the authority of those

who worshipped him.

My present business is to show from the Scriptures, that Jesus

Christ is the object of religious worship.

1. Are there any precepts which require men to worship the

Redeemer ?

Heb. 1: 6. " When he bringeth the first begotten into the

world, he saith, and let all the angels of God worship him." The

inspired author is here showing the vast superiority of Christ over

the angels ; and among other evidences of this, he says, all the

angels were required to worship him in his incarnate state. And
if the angels were required to worship Christ when he became man

;

surely those who are inferior to angels, and who are besides under

far greater obhgations to him then they, must be required to wor-

ship him in the same incarnate state. There can be no reason

why the angels should worship him, which does not operate with

equal and even greater force upon us.

All the precepts which require men to believe in Christ, and to
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trust in him, imply a requisition of religious homage. This might

be made to appear, from the obvious nature of the faith and trust

which we are to exercise towards Christ, and especially from the

fact, that all religious faith and trust are expressly commanded to

be exercised towards God alone ; Avhich must be on the principle,

that they partake of the nature of that supreme regard, of which

God is the sole object.

But after the manifestations which were made in the Old Testa-

ment of the divine glory of the Messiah, there would seem to be

little occasion for any express requisition of worship in the New
Testament. As soon as the first begotten was brought into the

world, and was exhibited in his real character as the Messiah, the

consciences and the hearts of the pious instantly prompted them,

in conformity with the example of the heavenly hosts, to render

him religious worship.

2. Consider more particularly the example of the saints.

A comparison of different parts of Scripture has led the most

learned and judicious divines to conclude, that the Angel of the

covenant, and the Angel of Jehovah, mentioned in the Old Testa-

ment, was the same person as the Redeemer, revealed in the New
Testament. This being admitted, as I conclude from various con-

siderations it must be,— all the instances, in which religious worship

was rendered to that Angel, are proofs that Christ is the object of

religious worship. For surely if the saints under the former dis-

pensation, with the little knowledge which they had of the glory of

the Redeemer, rendered him religious homage ; believers, with the

superior knowledge of his glory which the new dispensation affords,

must be under superior obligations to render him rehgious homage.

Further ; if we take the New Testament, as the infalhble expounder

of the Old, we cannot avoid the conclusion, that some of the prayers

recorded in the Psalms, were in reality addressed to the Saviour.

After these few general remarks, as to the saints under the for-

mer dispensation, I would direct your attention more particularly

to the disciples of Christ, especially to his apostles. Did they ac-

tually worship Christ while he was personally present with them ?

This is our first inquiry.
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The word TlQoaxvvsm, which is rendered worship, does not by

itself decide the question. The sense of the word, being various,

must be determined from the circumstances of the case. If there

are good reasons to conclude, that the disciples of Christ did view

him as the object of religious homage ; we shall of course conclude,

that whenever it is said, they worshipped him, such homage is in-

tended. On the contrary, if there is reason to think that they

never regarded him in this hght, but viewed him merely as a man

;

then the word worship must be understood as expressing that com-

mon respect, which is due from man to man.

Let us then repair to the inspired records. Here we find an

account of the views and feelings and conduct of the disciples of

Christ, especially of his apostles. On some points, particularly

the necessity of his deatli, they were slow to understand and be-

lieve, and frequently incurred rebuke from their Lord. But the

question is not, what were their remaining prejudices, mistakes and

imperfections ; but what were they in their brightest seasons and

in their best frames ?— not what degree of ignorance and unbe-

lief did they sometimes manifest, but what was the nature of their

faith ?

The apostles were true believers. They believed in the Messiah

as revealed hi the Scriptures of the Old Testament. If then the

Redeemer of Israel— if David's Lord— if the Lord, the Angel of

the covenant, who was speedily to come in his temple— if he, who

appeared to Abraham, to Isaac and Jacob, and made promises to

them, and who spake to Moses from the burning bush— if he, who

was thus exhibited to the former saints, was entitled to religious

worship ; the same exalted personage must have been entitled to

the same worship in the view of those who believed on him, while

he abode on earth, I reason here on the supposition, that the

faith of the apostles was substantially right. And that it was right

is evident, because it was approved by Christ. Though he some-

times rebuked them for the weakness of their faith, and for their

unbehef ; he often acknowledged them to be true believers, and

owned them as his friends and followers. Though their faith was

often weak and wavering ; it was sincere faith— sometimes strong

and triimaphant.
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Still the inquiry remains, what certain evidence is there, that

the apostles, in the days of Christ's flesh, ever had those exalted

Adews of his character, which would naturally lead them to render

him religious worship.

An answer may be found in John 1: 14. The Evangehst, speak-

ing of him who " was God, and by whom all things were made,

—

and who became flesh," says, in the name of the disciples :
" And

we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the

Father, full of grace and truth." The glory which they beheld

must have been the glory of the same divine person, who was the

subject of discourse m the verses immediately preceding. They

beheld the glory of him, who was in the beginning with God, who

was God, and by whom all things were created.

Consider also the faith expressed in the same chapter by John

Baptist, by Philip, and by Nathanael. It is apparent that their

views of Christ were right ; that their faith in him corresponded

with the representations of his character in the prophetic writings,

and was suited to excite supreme veneration and love in their hearts.

In Matt. 16: 13—17, we have an account of the confession of

Peter. Jesus had inquired of his disciples,— " whom do men say

that I the son of man am ?" He finally inquired, " whom say ye

that I am." Simon Peter answered, " Thou art the Christ, the

Son of the livuig God." Jesus answered and said unto him,

" Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona ; for flesh and blood hath not

revealed it unto thee, but my Father who is in heaven." The

views which Peter entertained, were not the result of mere human

teaching, but were communicated from him who guides into all the

truth. Undoubtedly Peter, under such guidance, had a right dis-

cernment of the glory of the Redeemer— such a discernment as

they had, who afterwards expressly made him the object of religious

worship. He had the same teacher, and doubtless had the same

discernment of the glory of Christ, as Stephen and Paul had when

they prayed to him.

Peter, James and John saw the glory of Christ on the mount.

It was his real glory as the Son of God. And there is no reason

to doubt, that the views which all the apostles had of the majesty,
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honor and glorj of Christ, when they were favored with divine

teaching, were substantially the same with those of Peter, James

and John.

The case of Thomas is a very striking one. His unbelief re-

specting the resurrection of Clirist implied a groundless suspicion

of the other disciples, who were worthy of entire credit, and who

testified that they had seen Christ. It implied also a disregard of

the predictions of the prophets, and of Christ himself, respecting

his resurrection. Notwithstanding this, Christ afterwards conde-

scended to remove his doubts in the very manner which his unbe-

lieving heart had proposed. He said to Thomas, " Reach hither

thy finger, and behold my hands ; and reach hither thy hand and

thrust it into my side, and be not faithless but believing." " And

Thomas answered and said unto him, my Lord and my God. Jesus

saith unto him, Thomas, because thou hast seen me, thou hast be-

lieved ; blessed are they that have not seen and yet have believed."

The change which took place in Thomas, was simply a change from

unbelief to faith. Now see how his faith was manifested. " He

said unto Jesus, my Lord and my G-od.''^ This expression of his

faith Jesus approved. Now is there any room for supposing, that

his faith was different from that of the other apostles, or of the

disciples generally? Jesus speaks of it as heixig faith simply;

"thou hast believed ;^^ and pronounced all others blessed, who

without the same means of conviction had the same faith ;
— a

faith which would of course show itself substantially in the same

way, that is, by adoring reverence and love for Christ. If the

faith of Thomas had not been true faith, or if the words which he

addressed to Jesus had not been suited to express true faith ; Jesus

certainly would not have manifested his approbation. And if there

had been anything singular in the faith of Thomas, or in the man-

ner of expressing it— anything which essentially distinguished it

from the faith of other Christians ; Jesus would not have spoken of

other Christians generally as having the same faith.

It would confirm the interpretation I have given relative to the

faith of Thomas, to show that other apostles and disciples after-

wards, who Avere guided by inspiration, actually had a faith which

expressed its holy fervors in the worship of their Saviour.
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I miglit also refer to the passages, in which the apostles showed

their belief in the unlimited knowledge and power of Christ.

The several thiuo;s I have laid before you do, I think, satisfac-

torily prove, that believers in Christ, during his personal ministry,

considered him as the proper object of religious homage, even with-

out any reliance on the meaning of the word worship.

But while, independently of the meaning of that word, I have

been showing that the apostles did really consider Christ as the

object of religious homage, I have shown also, that the word wor-

ship, when used to express the reverence which the apostles mani-

fested for Christ, was undoubtedly intended to point out true

religious homage.

You will keep in mind, that the weakness of faith, the various

errors and prejudices, and the slowness to understand, which the

apostles so frequently showed in their personal intercourse with

Christ, cannot invahdate the evidence which, in their more favored

seasons, they gave of higher and better views of his glory, and

of a disposition to render him rehgious worship.

It is also to be remembered, as a point of peculiar moment, that

Jesus Christ, who well knew the tendency of manldnd to supersti-

tion and idolatry, and was of all men the most humble, and the

most concerned for the honor of his Father, never, in any instance,

showed the least dissatisfaction with the highest veneration and

praise offered to him by his disciples— never took the least care

to set limits to the respect which they might feel for him— never

gave them the most distant intimation that either they or others

could possibly exceed just bounds in their love and reverence for

him ; but on the contrary, always manifested his approbation in

proportion to the degree of veneration and homage which they

exercised towards him.

The argument which I have begun to exhibit, is derived from the

manifest belief and conduct of the apostles and other early disci-

ples of Christ. Thus far we have considered the behef and con-

duct of the apostles during Christ's abode on earth. We are now

to inquire how it was with them and \\-ith other disciples after his

ascension. And as we proceed, you will have the satisfaction to

VOL. I. 32
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see new light reflected on that part of the subject, to -which wc

have ah-eady attended. For if the apostles immediatelj, after

the ascension of their Lord, did actually render him religious wor-

ship ; and if they did this without the least hesitation, and with

every appearance of its having been their familiar practice ; we

shall have still stronger reason to conclude that they previously

considered Christ as an object of worship.

We shall first consider the passages which contain examples of

the actual worship of Christ.

Luke 24: 51, 52. " And it came to pass, while he blessed them,

he was parted from them, and carried up into heaven. And they

worshipped him, and returned to Jerusalem with great joy." Ob-

serve that the worship took place after the ascension. " He was

parted from them, and carried up into heaven." And then " they

worshipped him, and returned to Jerusalem." From a compari-

son of this text with Acts 1: 9— 11, it appears that the message

of the angels immediately followed the ascension, and preceded

the worship ;
— "while they beheld, he was taken up, and a cloud

received him out of their sight. And while they looked stead-

fastly towards heaven, as he went up, behold two men stood by

them in white apparel ; who also said, ye men of Galilee, why

stand ye gazing up into heaven?"— "Then returned they to

Jerusalem." Their worship was as really subsequent to Christ's

ascension, as their returning to Jerusalem. Now the supposition

of a common respect, or civil homage, can have no place here ;

for it was the worship of one, who had been parted from them and

carried up into heaven. Such worship could not have been

offered by them, nor received by him, except on the ground of his

omniscience. It is worthy of particular notice, that after his

ascension, they worshipped him immediately, and to all appearance

as a matter of course. So that it cannot be supposed, that the

duty of worshipping Christ was one of the new things which the

apostles were taught on the day of Pentecost.

There is another instance besides this, of worship rendered to

Christ before the day of Pentecost. When the apostles were

about to cast lots for the choice of Joseph, or Matthias, to fill the
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place of Judas ; thej prayed and said, " Thou, Lord, who know-

est the hearts of all men, show whether of these two thou hast

chosen." It is evident that this prayer was addressed to Christ.

For, in the first place, this same title Lord, was given to Christ by

his apostles just before his ascension, Acts 1: 6. Lideed this title

when used by the apostles, is generally applied to Christ. This is

conceded even by Unitarians. Secondly, it was Christ who first

chose the apostles ; and they would naturally apply to him to

determine who should fill the place of Judas the apostate. Third-

ly ; the apostles had before this, frequently attributed to Christ

the same knowledge of the heart, which they here attributed to

the object of their prayer.

We find then two instances of the worship of Christ after his

ascension, before the day of Pentecost. The whole narrative, in

both instances, carries on its very face, that it was no extra-

ordinary thing, but a matter of course, a familiar practice. This

I mention as of much importance ; because it shows what must

have been their views of Christ before his ascension.

The next example I shall cite of the actual Avorship of Christ,

is that of dying Stephen. Acts 7: 59, GO. " And they stoned

Stephen, calhng upon God, and saying. Lord Jesus, receive my
spirit. And he kneeled down, and cried with a loud voice. Lord,

lay not this sin to their charge. And when he had said this, he

fell asleep." The word G-od is not in the original. The literal

and proper version is :
" They stoned Stephen, invoking and saying,

Lord Jesus, receive my spirit." Christ Jesus was the object of

this prayer and of that in the next verse ;
" Lord, lay not this sin

to their charge." I deem it unnecessary to take any particular

notice of the methods, by which Priestley and others have attempted

to evade the obvious sense of this passage. It will be sufficient

to make two or three general remarks. The first is, that Stephen

invoked the Lord Jesus Christ with reference to the most moment-

ous subjects, namely, the forgiveness of his murderers, and the

reception of his immortal soul to heaven. The second is, that

Stephen here worshipped Christ in the very same manner in which

Christ, when on the cross, had a little before worshipped the
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Father. My third remark is, that Stephen cannot be considered

as committing any error, because it is expressly declared that he was

" full of the Holy Ghost." Any one who wishes for a further illus-

tration and defence of the true meaning of this passage, I refer

to the Discourses of Wardlaw, which are written with remarkable

candor, acuteness, and judgment.

Let us now look into the Epistles, and notice examples of prayer

actually addressed to Christ. 1 Thess. 3: 11— 13. "Now God

himself even our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ direct our way

unto you. And the Lord make you to increase and abound in love

one towards another, and towards all men." Here the Lord Jesus

Christ is called upon, in connection mth. the Father, to direct cer-

tain events of providence ; and then he is again addressed by him-

self as the author of Christian graces. 2 Thess. 2: 16, 17.

" Now our Lord Jesus Christ himself, and God even our Father,—
comfort your hearts, and establish you in every good word and

work." In this place, Christ is associated with the Father in a sol-

emn prayer for the most precious spiritual blessings ; and in the

order of address is put first. " The Lord Jesus Christ, and God

our Father." This is the order also in one of the benedictions.

I advert to this circumstance, not surely as intimating any superi-

ority of the Son to the Father, but merely to show that when the

Father is put first in the order of address, it affords no proof of

the inferiority of Christ, who is put second.

2 Cor. 12: 8, 9. " For this thing," that is, the thorn in the

flesh,— "I besought the Lord thrice, that it might depart from

me. And he said unto me, My grace is sufficient for thee ; for my
strength is made perfect in weakness." Nothing can be plainer,

than that Paul directed his prayer for deliverance to that same

Lord, in whose promised strength he trusted and triumphed. And
you will observe too, that the Apostle seems evidently to have of-

fered prayer to Christ, as a matter of course, a familiar practice.

Christian Psalmody Avas addressed to Christ. Col. 3: 16.

" Teaching and admonishing one another in psalms and hjonns and

spiritual songs, singing with grace in your hearts to the Lord."

Compare this with the testimony of Pliny, who says, the early

Christians sung hymns to Christ, as to Crod.
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Add to these instances, which might be multiplied, the forms of

benediction, wliich are all brief prayers for divine blessings upon

churches and indi^^dual Christians. These prayers are sometimes

addressed to Christ alone ; sometimes to the Father and the Son

;

and sometimes to the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. " The grace

of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you all." Peace be to the breth-

ren, and love with faith, from God the Father, and the Lord Jesus

Christ." " The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of

God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost be with you all."

Such concise, comprehensive prayers for spii'itual blessings upon

Christians were frequently offered up by the apostles ; and in

about half the instances upon record, were offered up to Christ

aJone.

Under the general head of religious worship actually paid to

Christ, we may properly rank the ascriptions of glory to him in the

Epistles, and in the Revelation. 2 Tim. 4: 18. " To whom be

glory both now and ever." 2 Pet. 3: 18. " To him be glory

both now and forever." Rev. 1: 5, 6. " Unto him that loved us,

and washed us from our sins in his own blood, be glory and do-

minion forever and ever." Rev. 5: 11-14. "I beheld and heard

the voice of many angels round about the throne, and the living

creatures and the elders, and the number of them was ten thousand

times ten thousand and thousands of thousands, saying with a

loud voice, Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive power and

riches and wisdom and strength and honor and glory and blessing.

And every creature which is in heaven and on earth and under

the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them,

heard I saying. Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power, be un-

to him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb, forever

and ever. And the four living creatures said. Amen." These

passages need no comment. If they do not show that supreme

honor was rendered to Christ, it is impossible for the language of

earth or heaven to do it.— I only add, that the church of Christ

followed the examples recorded in Scripture, and introduced the

name of Christ into the earliest doxologies of which we have any

knowledge.
32*
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Having considered various examples of the actual worship of

Christ, we shall, in the next place, attend to tJiose texts which give

such a descrijjtion of Christians as implies, that they regarded

Christ as the object of worship. This argument deserves the more

attention, because it has not generally been placed so high, nor ex-

hibited so fully, as its importance evidently requires.

It is manifest that Christians began immediately to be distin-

guished and known by this mark, that they called upon the name

of the Lord Jesus Christ. Acts 2: 21. Peter applies to Christ

the declaration of the prophet Joel :
" Whosoever shall call upon

the name of the Lord, shall be saved." That this is meant to be

apphed to Christ, is evident from the context and from the quota-

tion of the same prophecy, Rom. 10: 13, 14. The Lord, whose

name is to be invoked in order to salvation, is the same Lord, who

is the subject of apostolic preaching, and the object of faith.

Acts 9: 13. Ananias said to the Lord who appeared to him in a

vision, " I have heard by many of this man," that is, Saul—
" how much e^^l he hath done to thy saints at Jerusalem ; and he

hath authority from the chief priests to bind all that call upon thy

name. But the Lord said go thy way." To put it beyond all

doubt that the Lord, to whom Ananias said this, was Christ, it is

only necessary to observe what Ananias said to Saul just after

:

" Brother Saul, the Lord, even Jesus hath sent me." Here we

find that Christians were described by Ananias as those who called

upon the name of the Lord Jesus. That the word here used ac-

tually means invocation, I should think no one could doubt, when

Ananias was himself invoking the name of Christ, at the very time

when he used it. This was a description of Christians with which

Ananias was familiar. At that early period, it had become a com-

mon practice to designate believers, as those who invoked the

name of the Lord Jesus. Shortly after, when Paul began to preach

Christ in the synagogues, " all that heard were amazed, and said,

Is not this he that destroyed them who call on this name at Jerusa-

lem ? " In the same manner Paul, in his Epistles, speaks of it as

a significant title of believers, that they invoked the name of

Christ. " The same Lord over all, is rich unto all that call upon
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him." He directs his first Epistle to the Corinthians, thus :
" To

the church of God wiiich is at Corinth— with all that in every

place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord^ To Timothy

he says, " Follow after righteousness— with them that call on the

Lord out of a pure heart."

The two classes of texts which I have above quoted, reflect light

on each other ; and, taken together, add to the certainty of the

conclusion to which each class by itself would lead. The various

examples which the New Testament affords of the actual worship

of Christ by his disciples generally, particularly by his inspired

apostles, are indeed sufficient to remove all reasonable doubt as to

his being the proper object of religious worship. But when we

find, that Christians were described and known by this mark, that

they invoked the name of Ch-ist, and that they were familiarly de-

nominated, " those ivho called upon his name,^^ we arrive at certain-

ty. With this common description of Christians before us, we are

sure we have not mistaken the examples of worship referred to;

and with these examples of worship before us, we are sure we have

not mistaken the import of this description of Christians.

I shall close this Lecture with a practical reflection.

We have seen that the apostles and early Christians, in various

instances, rendered reUgious worship to their Saviour. We have

seen too, that Christians were early distinguished by the fact, that

they invoked the name of Christ ; and that this was so much their

practice, that they were commonly known by the title of those who

called upon the name of the Lord Jesus.— But how is it now ?

I ask not how it is with those who reject the Deity of Christ.

But how is it with those who are called orthodox, and who profess

to beheve that their Saviour is divine ? How is it with ministers,

and with private Christians? Is it so much our practice, to

address prayer to Christ our Lord, that we are or might be distin-

guished by that circumstance ? Are our fellow creatures around

us naturally led to denominate us, those who call upon the name

of the Lord Jesus ? On the contrary, is it not comparatively a

rare thmg for those who minister at the altar, as well as for private

Christians, to direct their thanks and supplications to the Saviour ?
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And when they do it, is it not sometimes apparent that they do it

with a kind of hesitation and fear, as though they might after all

be treading on forbidden ground ? Alas ! how have the wretched

speculations and controversies of these last days marred that free,

affectionate spiiit of Christian piety, which showed itself among

the apostles and early Christians ! Oh ! happy lot of those who,

instead of coldly reasoning to defend the Godhead of Christ

against the objections of others, and half believing it themselves,

make it an essential part of their devotional exercises ; who do

not merely undertake to ^rove the lawfulness of invoking the name

of Christ, but actually address themselves to him in daily prayer,

importunately seeking of him every spiritual blessing, giving him

constant praise, and tasting the joys of those to whom he manifests

himself as he does not imto the world. When we soberly think

on this subject, we may well be startled at ourselves, that we

should ever suppose any labored arguments to be necessary. It

seems to me that any man, whose habits of thinking and of devotion

are formed upon the model of the Scriptures, and according to the

example of the best men in the best times, would be as much sur-

prised at our attempting to prove that the Lord Jesus Christ is

the proper object of worship, as if we should attempt to prove the

propriety of worshipping Crod the Father.



LECTURE XXVIII.

IS CHRIST THE OBJECT OF SUPREME WORSHIP?

The question now to be considered is, whether the worship which

the Scriptures authorize us to render to Christ is supreme, or only

subordinate.

That Christ is the object of a subordinate, inferior worship, and

of that only, has been the doctrine of Arians generally. It prop-

erly and consistently belongs to them. But however inconsistent

it may appear to modern Socinians, it was held as a very important

doctrine by Socinus, and very much in the same manner with the

Arians.

My design is to state the principal reasons which lie in my own

mind against the hypothesis of a merely subordinate and inferior

worship of the Saviour.

The Scriptures require that religious worship should be undi-

vided and entire. Whenever they require any religious worship,

they require that which is supreme. We are commanded to wor-

ship the Lord our God and him only ; to call upon his name ; to

exalt and praise him. But in many instances, the same terms are

used in the passages which point out the homage we are to render

to Christ,— no obvious distinction being made between that which

is due to the Father, and that which is due to the Son. For

example, in the solemn and perpetual ordinance of Baptism, by

which men are introduced into the visible kingdom of Christ, the

same religious homage is paid to the Son, as to the Father.

In the command given to the angels to worship Christ, there is

no intimation that the worship is to be otherwise than supreme

;

nor is there any intimation of this in the passages, in the Old Tes-
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tament or the New, -which require us to invoke, to honor, to heheve

in and obey the Lord our Redeemer,

This then is the state of the argument. There are no precepts

of Scripture which countenance a subordinate or inferior Avorship.

Only one kind of worship is commanded by the word of God

;

and the worship due to Christ is frequently represented in the

same terms with the worship which is claimed by the Supreme

Being. There is nothing in the precepts of revelation, requiring

love, homage or devotion to Christ, which suggests the least lim-

itation of that love, homage or devotion, or in any way implies

that it is to be subordinate, or that there is any danger or possibil-

ity of its rising above his merits.

Another and very weighty consideration is, that there is no

intimation or appearance of inferiority in the tvorship tvhich was

actually rendered to Christ hy his follotvers.

How would men naturally express themselves, who beheved that

the worship of Christ is to be only secondary, or inferior ? How
would they show this to be their belief ? They would undoubtedly

do it in some such ways as the following.— They would take pauis

to inform us, that the honor or worship which they ascribe to Christ

is different in kind or in degree from that which is due to the

Supreme God ;
— or if it is the same, that it is not meant to ter-

minate on Christ, but merely to pass through him as a medium of

intercourse, and to rest on the Father as its only real and ultimate

object ;— or, in the exercise of worship to Christ they Avould

suggest some hmitations,— that is, if their worship consisted in

prayer, they would limit their petitions to a small number of bless-

ings, or to blessings of inferior consequence, as we always do when

we ask favors of earthly friends,— or, if their Avorship of Christ

consisted in thanksgiving and praise, they would thank him for only

a hmited number of blessings, and those not of the highest value,

and would be sure not to ascribe to him the highest praises,— or,

if they seemed in words to render supreme worship to Christ, they

would make it manifest that their language was not to be under-

stood literally,— or they would at least give such a description of

the character of Christ, as would make it impossible to suppose,

that the higheoc Avorship can properly be rendered him.
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The advocates of a subordinate worsliip of Christ do actually

show their views in such ways as these. They are so apprehensive

of danger, that they generally refrain from all direct addresses to

Christ in prayer, either in the way of petition, or praise. When

they speak of divine worship, they tell us that the Father is the

only proper object of it,— that it is always to be addressed to him

through the Son. Whether they undertake to describe the worship

which is in their opinion due to Christ, or to exercise that worship

themselves ; they take care, in some of the ways above mentioned,

to guard us against supposing that divine homage is to be rendered

to Christ without limitation. Wholly to omit such limitations would

in their view be hazardous. If any one does omit them, and speak

of the worship of Christ, or actually render him worship, without

some qualification, or some marked distinction between the worship

due to the Son, and that which is due to the Father, they are ready

to charge him with want of caution, if not with idolatry. If those

who believe that Christ is entitled only to an inferior, subordinate

worship, wish to make their belief known, and to guard against

what they consider a great and hurtful mistake, they must do it in

some of the ways above described.

Socinus, who maintained with great zeal, that Christians ought

to invoke Christ, or direct prayers to him, took special care to

guard others against supposing, that he meant to render to Christ

the worsliip which is due to God.

" There are," he says, " two points of difference to be specially

observed between the invocation of God and of Christ. The first

is, that we invoke God as the first and sole cause of all good, but

Christ as the secondary cause, and dependent on the first cause.

The other difference is, that we call upon God, omnino in omnibus,

with unlimited confidence, in all possible circumstances, and ask

of him every conceivable blessing. But we can invoke Christ in

those things only which in some way concern us as Christians, and

which relate to his church. It is these blessings, and not others,

that God has given Christ the power of bestowing." Though Dr.

Clarke differs widely from Socinus respecting the person of Christ

;

he differs but httle as to the reliijious homa«;e which is to be ren-
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dered to him. He contends, as Socinus does, for the worship of

Christ ; but tells us that supreme worship is due to the Father only

— that all prayers and praises ought primarily or ultimately to be

directed to the person of the Father.

Yates gives it as his opinion, that homage was never offered to

Christ without a higher reference.

Such is the course which men pursue who deny that Christ is

the object of supreme religious worship. By such language do

they iQCulcate the principle, that the highest kind of veneration is

not to be given to the Saviour.

But do the inspired writers pursue, such a course ? Do they,

like Unitarians, generally refrain from all direct addresses to Christ

in the way of petition or praise ?— You have an answer in the

prayer of the apostles. Acts 1: 24. "And they prayed and

said. Thou, Lord, who knowest the hearts of all, show whether of

these two thou hast chosen." You have an answer in the prayer

of the first Christian martyr ; in the prayer of Paul respecting the

thorn in the flesh ; in the constant practice of the primitive Chris-

tians, from which they were familiarly known by the name of those

who call upon the Lord Jesus ; and in the song of the whole mul-

titude of the redeemed,— " Unto him that loved us, and washed

us from our sins in his own blood,— be glory and dominion for-

ever."

Do the inspired writers take care to teach us, that the honor or

worship which they render to Christ is not intended to terminate

on him, as its proper object, but only to pass through him, as a

medium of intercourse, and to rest on the Father as the only prop-

er object of worship ?

Do you find this care exercised by Christ himself? When he

declares it to be the design of the Father, " that all men should

honor the Son even as they honor the Father," is there any inti-

mation that the honor to be given to the Son was not to respect

him as its proper object, but only to pass' through him to the Fa-

ther ? Is there any evidence that Christ was not considered by

Thomas, as the real and proper object of the homage which he

rendered him, when he addressed him as his Lord and his God ?
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Is there any appearance of inferior worship in the prayer of the

apostles respecting a substitute for Judas ?— or in the prayer of

Stephen ?— or in the prayer of Paul respecting the thorn in the

flesh ?— or in the ascription of glory to the Saviour by the re-

deemed ?— or in any place where Christ is addressed by the

saints as the object of religious homage ? In the several instances

here alluded to, and, if I mistake not, in all the instances, in

which the Lord Jesus is addressed alone, or is treated by himself

as the object of worship, he is addressed in the same way, in

which it would be proper to address the Supreme Being absolutely

considered. In the passages referred to, if the name of G-od

had been substituted for the name of Christ, that is, if the apos-

tles, Acts 1: 24, had said, " Thou, G-od, who knowest the

hearts of all men, show which of these two thou hast chosen ;"—
if Stephen had said, " Into thy hand, God, I commit my

spirit ?— and if it had been said that Paul besought God to

remove his affliction ; no one would ever have imagined that the

worship intended was secondary, and was not meant to rest on

the Being addressed, as its proper object. And this is the

same as saying, that there is not, in the passages themselves, the

least intimation, that the worship was otherwise than supreme.

Again, do the inspired writers in any way inform us, that

Christ is not the proper object of supreme homage, in those places

where religious homage is paid to him in connection with the

Father ?— " Go, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of

the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost." Whatever

reverence or devotion is here paid to the Father, the same is evi-

dently paid to the Son. If any would infer that an inferior kind

of Avorship is intended, from the circumstance that the Son is

placed in order after the Father ; they must infer that an infe-

rior worship of the Father is intended, from a different order in

the benedictions.

1 Thess. 3: 11. " Now God himself even our Father, and our

Lord Jesus Christ, direct our way unto you." Here the same

request for providential direction is preferred to the Father and

to the Son, and in the same language. In the Apocalypse the

VOL. I. 33
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same glory and dominion are ascribed unto him who sitteth upon

the throne, and unto the Lamb, There is no appearance of any

distinction,— no intimation that Christ is not as really and prop-

erly the object of religious homage, as God the Father.

Did then the inspired -writers, and other believers mentioned

by them, show that their worship of Christ was not supreme, by

restricting themselves in their petitions to a limited number of

blessings, or to blessings of inferior value, as we do when we ask

favors of earthly friends ? Stephen's conduct will show. He
prayed the Lord Jesus to receive his departing spirit, and to

forgive his murderers— the greatest blessing he could ask either

for himself or for them.— Rom. 1: 7. " Grace to you and peace

from God the Father and from the Lord Jesus Christ." The

Apostle prays that these rich, spiritual blessings may descend

upon behevers, not merely /ro?n God through Christ, but from

God the Father andfrom the Lord Jesus Christ. So in 2 Thess.

2: 16, 17. " Now our Lord Jesus Christ himself and God even

our Father— comfort your hearts, and stablish you in every good

word and work." Here there is no appearance that the blessings

which are sought of Christ, are hmited either in number or in im-

portance. Yea, the fact, that the same blessings are sought from

God the Father, and from the Lord Jesus Christ, shows that all

limitations are excluded. This petition for grace and peace from

God the Father, and from the Lord Jesus Christ, is often repeated

by Paul in behalf of believers. And to show that he does not

mean to signify that these blessings are to be conferred by the

Father, exclusively of the Son, or by the Son merely as the nje-

dium, or instrument, he sometimes implores the same blessings

from Christ alone.— " The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be

with you." " The Lord direct your hearts into the love of God."

" The Lord Jesus Christ be with thy spirit."

Again. Do the inspired writers suggest, that the worship of

Christ is merely a subordinate or limited worship, by confining

themselves in their thanks to the mention of a small number of

blessings, and those of minor consequence, and by taking care

not to ascribe to him the highest praises ? A few passages will
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show. Heb. 13: 21. " To -whom be glory forever and ever."

2 Pet. 3: 18. "To whom be glory both now and forever." Rev.

1; 5, 6. " Unto him that loved us and washed ua from our sins,

— to him be glory and dominion forever and ever." Rev. 7: 10.

" Salvation to our God who sitteth upon the throne, and unto the

Lamb." Rev. 5: 11, 12, etc. The Apostle John heard " teu

thousand times ten thousand and thousands of thousands, saying

with a loud voice, Wortliy is the Lamb that was slain, to receive

power and riches and wisdom and strength and honor and glory

and blessing. And every creature which is m heaven and on

the earth and under the earth,"— he heai-d saying,— "Bless-

ing and honor and glory and power be unto him that sitteth

upon the throne and unto the Lamb forever and ever."

In all these places the highest praises are ascribed to the Lord

Jesus Christ, in the very strongest terms, and in a manner as

distant as possible from any appearance of limitation or inferiority.

No higher praises, none in more forcible or unlimited terms,

are ever given to God the Father. Had the inspired writers

meant it should be understood that Christ was to receive only

a subordinate, inferior worship, would they have treated the sub-

ject in this manner ?

Once more. Do the inspired writers suggest, by any form of

expression, or by any circumstance whatever, that the texts above

cited, which seem to render supreme worship and praise to

Christ, are to be taken in a metaphorical sense ? An exami-

nation of the texts will satisfy you, that there is no reason for

afl&xing a metaphorical sense to the words contained in them,

which does not exist in every other case, and which would not

lead us to give a metaphorical sense to all parts of the Bible.

There is the very same reason for supposing that the language

is metaphorical, which ascribes the highest praises to God the

Father ;— unless the Scriptures are found to give such a de-

scription of the character of Christ, as clearly to show that he

does not deserve and cannot receive the highest honor. That

this is not the case is sufficiently evident from the view we have

already taken of the names, perfections and works attributed to
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Christ. If such a Being, as the Scriptures represent Christ to be,

is not worthy to receive the highest honor, what being is worthy ?

From this survey of the inspired writings, it must I think be

very evident, that the writers do not treat the subject now before

us, as they naturally would and must have done, if they had

intended to inculcate only a subordinate worship of Christ ; and

that they are very far from suggesting any of the cautions and

limitations, which the advocates of such a subordinate worship

deem it necessary to give, in order to guard against being misun-

derstood by othei'S,— and which they deem it important constantly

to observe themselves, to avoid what in their view would be a

species of idolatry. Only take a view of the manner in which

Unitarians treat this subject. See how they labor, at every turn,

to make you beUeve that Christ is not the object of religious wor-

ship. Or, if they coldly allow that some kind of worship is due

to him, see how they labor to prevent you from honoruig him too

highly. See how fearful they are, lest the glory of the one God

should be violated by the ascription of too much glory to the

Redeemer. Now just turn to the Bible. Does that labor to make

you believe that Christ is not the object of worship ? Or when it

ascribes worship to Christ, does it labor to prevent you from hon-

oring him too highly ? Does it caution you not to detract from

the glory of the divine unity by ascribing glory to the Redeemer ?

Do the examples of worship which it affords suggest, that those

who rendered that worship to the Redeemer, felt themselves in

danger of raising their homage above his deserts ?— or that any

Christians on earth would ever be in danger of being led, by those

examples, to hold him in too high estimation, or to treat him too

honorably in their worship? It is infinitely otherwise. The

inspired writers labor everywhere to extol the Son of God. They

exhaust the powers of language to express the love and gratitude

and adoration which they feel, and Vr'hich they would bring the

whole world to feel, towards this exalted personage. The cautious,

cold respect for Christ which Unitarians show, and which they

inculcate upon others,— what is it compared with the glowing

affection, and the adoring praise, which warmed the hearts and
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elevated the devotions of the apostles ? Wlio could ever suppose

that Unitarianism caught its spirit from the sacred pages, or that

it had ever attended to the song of the heavenly hosts ?

My third reason against the Unitarian notion of a subordinate,

inferior worship of Christ is, that in jyractice it would be attended

with the utmost difficult^/ and perplexity.

If Christ is to receive a worship of an inferior degree, it be-

comes necessary to the right conduct of our worship, that we should

know the precise degree which is required. To render him either

more or less, than the particular degree of homage to which he is

entitled, must be an oflFence against truth and justice. In order

therefore that we might intelligently and acceptably render to

Christ the worship required, it would be necessary that we should

have exact information as to its nature and degree. But what

information have we ? The Scripture teaches that the Lord Jesus

Christ is to be woi^'shipped ; but it is evident from its general rep-

resentations, that it makes no difference between the worship

which is due to the Father, and that which is due to the Son. And
they who hold that there is a difference, must be in a state of total

uncertainty as to the degree of the difference intended, and must

therefore be expected to fill up the whole space between supreme

worship and no worship at all, according to their several impres-

sions. What uncertauity ! What confusion ! And to upright

minds, what perplexity and distress ! Render to Christ a religious

worship, but in some way inferior to that which you render to the

Father ! Accordingly, one renders him such inferior worship, but

as near as possible to that which he renders to God the Father.

The Avorship of another is a little lower ; of the next, a little lower

still ; and that of others gradually descends down to the respect

which is due to a mere man. This is no fiction. It is in accord-

ance with the various schemes of those who withhold from Christ

the highest degree of homage ; and it is very similar to what

actually takes place among them. Thus the beauty and harmony

of divine worship are destroyed, and endless jargon is introduced

among Christians— a jargon resulting directly from the principle

they adopt. As to the kind and degree of worship, it is impossi-

33*
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ble to be united, because there is no standard. Each one may be

right, or all may be wrong. God may perchance be pleased with

the worship which is rendered to Christ ; but who can be sure that

he is not displeased ?

Before leaving our inquiry concerning the religious worship

which the Scriptures authorize us to render to Christ, we must

consider two passages, not yet brought into view, which represent

the glory of Christ as subservient to the glory of God the Father.

— John 17: 1. "Father, glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may

glorify tliee^ Phil. 2: 11.— "that every tongue should confess

that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of Cfod the Father.^' There

are some other texts of the same general character.

But it will be seen, that neither of these texts contain any men-

tion of prayer offered up to Christ. In these and many other

places, the Son of God is evidently spoken of as man and Mediator

;

in which character all the honor he receives is of course subordi-

nate, and ultimately redounds to the honor of the Father who sent

him. But when the apostles and other believers address prayer to

Christ, they regard him specially in his divine character, as pos-

sessing omniscience, and other attributes of God. If they pray to

him as their high Priest, their Teacher, and their Redeemer, they

do indeed regard him as possessed of that perfect human nature,

which was necessary to constitute him a Redeemer ; but they keep

in mind that the Redeemer is possessed of real Divinity also, and

the worship they render him, respects him ultimately as " God

over all."

It is plain that the mediatorial character of Christ does in real-

ity presuppose and include his di\ane glory. When therefore we

look upon him as manifest in the flesh, we are to remember that

he is God manifest in the flesh. The idea of his divine perfection

is inseparable from a right apprehension of his mediatory charac-

ter. On this ground, the two different views which the Scripture

gives of the Redeemer, unite in one. We behold him in his

state of humiliation, and in his character as Mediator. At the

flame time we acknowledge his infinite condescension in assuming
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this character and office. We remember his original glory. We
know that divine perfection is immutably and everlastingly his.

We do then at once adore him for his infinite perfection, and for

his gracious condescension in becoming man for our redemption,

and for all the benevolent works which he performed in his incar-

nate state. Thus, if we would have our regard to the Son of God

correspond with the manifestation which the Scriptures make of

his character, we must regard liim both in his original glory and

in his state of humiliation, both as human and divine ; and our

faith, our gratitude, and our homage must correspond with this

two-fold view. And what inconsistency or difficulty is there in

this, except to those who chiefly regard sounds, or are satisfied

with seeing the mere surface of things, or who are total strangers

to the spirit of our holy reUgion ? Can we not exalt and adore

Christ as God, by whom all things were made, and at the same

time adore him, and confide in him as our Redeemer, who humbled

himself and died for us ? In our devout contemplations, can we

not, with due reverence, regard the divine attributes which belong

to him,— his eternal power,— his infinite knowledge and good-

ness— and also the attributes which belong to him, and the bene-

fits which he bestows as Redeemer ? If we do this, we shall

render him such homage as was rendered by the apostles and

early Christians, and such as is rendered by the heavenly hosts.

One more remark. The fact that the Father is glorified by

the glory of the Son, is as consistent with the Trinitarian theory,

as with any other. For if the Son is partaker of the same divine

nature with the Father, and so is, in this highest sense, one with

the Father ; it will always be true that the Father will be glori-

fied by the glory of the Son. The certainty that the glory of

the Son will in all cases directly promote the glory of the Fa-

ther does not result from the inferiority of the Son, but from his

perfect union with the Father. The closer and more perfect that

union is, the more certainly is the glory of the Father promoted

by the glory of the Son.

There is one text, John 11: 4, the phraseology of which might

seem to imply that the glory of the Son was the ultimate object
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of what took place, rather than the glory of the Father ; and

which does really imply that the Father's being glorified does at

the same time glorify the Son :
" Jesus said, this sickness is not

unto death, but for the glory of God, that the Son of God might be

glorified thereby,''^ The truth expressed is, not surely that the

glory of God is secondary and subordinate to the glory of Christ,

but that the glory of the Father and the glory of the Son are so

identified, that whatever conduces to the one conduces to the

other also. We may always rest assured, that the glory which we

give to the Son, redounds to the glory of the Father, and that

the glory we give to the Father, redounds to the glory of the Son.

We cannot honor one without at the same time honoring the other.

And the more we honor the one, the more we honor the other.

Thus we conform to the express will of God, that we should hon-

or the Son even as we honor the Father. Origen says, " that be-

cause of the unspeakable excellence of the Divinity which Christ

the Son possesses in common with the Father, there is due to him

the very same divine worship as to the Father." It is thus evi-

dent that Trinitarians who worship Christ, do in reality maintain

the unity of the Godhead, and the unity of religious worship.

They regard the divine nature— the Godhead, whether in the

Father or in the Son, as the real and ultimate object of supreme

religious worship.

On the ground above stated, we perceive the perfect consisten-

cy of the representation in John 11: 4, with that in Phil. 2: 11.

According to the first, the event mentioned was " for the glory

of God, that the Son of God might he glorified thereby.''^ Ac-

cording to the other, every knee was to bow in homage to Jesus,

and every tongue to confess that he is Lord, " to the glory of God

the Father.''^ See here how contrary to the teachings of Scrip-

ture, and how utterly groundless is the supposition, that the glory

of one of the Divine Persons can interfere with the glory of the

other!



LECTURE XXIX.

THE SONSHIP OP CHRIST PARTICULARLY CONSIDERED.

One of the titles, by which our Saviour is most frequently

made known to us in the Scriptures, is the Son of Grod. The

importance attached to this title in the New Testament renders it

very desirable, that we should obtain as clear and definite views

as possible, of its import.

I shall begin the investigation by inquiring, whether the phrase,

the Son of God, denoting the second person in the Trinity, is to

be understood in a literal and proper sense, that is, in a sense

implying the derivation of his being from the Father, or his being

produced by the Father;— implying, in other words, that the

Father existed before the Son, and by an act of power brought

him into being.

The word Son originally and literally denotes the relation of

a human offspring or child to a human parent,— the relation of

him who is begotten to him who begets. In this original, Uteral

sense, the father preexists, and has an agency in giving existence

to the son ; so that the son is derived from the father. This lite-

ral relation of a human son to human parents is accompanied with

various circumstances ; the chief of which are these, that he is

dependent on his parents ; that he is the object of their affection

and care ; that he is to love, honor and obey them, and that he is

entitled to inherit their substance. Now according to the prmci-

ples which regulate the use of metaphorical language, the word

son, may be applied to any one who bears a resemblance to a

proper son in regard to the prominent circumstances attending

the natural relation, though he has no resemblance to him as to
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the origin of that relation. To justify the metaphor, there must

indeed be some analogy. But so far as the suitableness of the

language is concerned, it is immaterial whether the analogy re-

lates to the intrinsic nature of the relation, or only to some of its

circumstanc.es, or consequences. If there is some analogy to the

origin of the relation, it is still unimportant, so far as the proprie-

ty of the metaphor is concerned, whether this analogy is exact

and entire, or partial. According to these principles, which might

be illustrated by the use of metaphorical language in a thousand

instances, the simple fact, taken by itself, that the title Son of

God is applied to Christ, does by no means determine, whether

he resembles a son of human parents, either as to the origin of

the relation, that is, his being hterally begotten and derived, or

only as to some of the principal circumstances of that relation.

The exact import of the title must therefore be determined on

other principles.

And here we meet at once with considerations which appear de-

cisive against the literal sense of the title before us.

The first of these considerations is the well known character of

Grod the Father. It is utterly inconsistent with the nature of God,

that he should literally be a father— that a son should be begot-

ten of him, or that he should have a son by a proper generation.

The supposition which would imply a god and a goddess, is repug-

nant to all our ideas of the spirituality, the immutabiUty, and the

other perfections of Jehovah.

It is manifest that God's relation to any other being can in no

way resemble the relation of a human father and son in regard to

its origin, except as it is the relation of Creator to a creature.

God's creating another being may indeed render it suitable to call

that created being a son of God. But no Trinitarian holds that

the Son was produced by a creative act of the Father.

Secondly, That which the Bible makes known respecting the

character of the jSaviour, is wholly inconsistent with the idea that

he is a son in the literal sense, that is, by a proper generation. If,

as we believe, Christ has existed from eternity, the question is de-

cided at once. For he who is a sou in the literal, proper sense.
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has a beginning of his existence ; and that beginning of his exist-

ence is to be referred to his parents as preexisting. In that res-

pect in which Christ is hterally a son, he cannot be eternal. A
father in the literal sense, must be prior to the son. Proper gene-

ration, or propagation, implies a time antecedent to such generation.

Now to predicate a literal generation or production of that which

is eternal, is an absurdity— the same as to predicate a beginning

of that which has no beginning.

A consideration of the divine perfection of Christ in a general

view will show the justness of our conclusion. Human nature is

communicable. It may be produced. But can the divine nature

— can eternal and infinite perfection be produced ? The two

ideas are manifestly incompatible. Communication or production

implies that a cause is in operation, and that under the influence

of that cause, an effect is produced. But it enters essentially in-

to our idea of the divine nature, that it is uncaused.

I am willing here to favor the doctrine of a literal generation by

allowing it as great a latitude of signification as possible, under-

standing it to imply only a production or communication of being

in some way, and overlooking the impiety of supposing a produc-

tion in the same way as that which takes place in the generation of

a human ofispring.— Our conclusion must be, that the notion of a

literal and proper generation of Christ, in his divine nature, is ut-

terly irreconcilable with what the Scriptures teach respecting both

the Father and the Son.

Here we might trace a variety of speculations and theories of

ancient and modern Divines respecting the Son of God, to their

proper source, or rather perhaps to one of their chief sources

;

namely, a cleaving to the literal sense of Scripture expressions,

which are more or less metaphorical. Why do Trinitarian writers

say, that Christ is " God of God," " very God of very God ?"

Not to signify that, as to his preexistent, divine nature, he was real-

ly created by God or derived from God ; for they hold that he

was God, and that his divine nature or essence, and that of the

Father, was one and the same ; and they could not mean that the

very same nature or essence was created by itself, or derived from
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itself. And yet the language naturally implies this. When the

Apostle says, " All things are of God," he unquestionably means,

derived from God, or produced by him. Perhaps these authors

may mean, that the Logos or Son is derived from the Father, not

as other beings are, but in a peculiar sense— in a manner not to

be conceived by us. But is not derivation in any way totally in-

compatible with our idea of an eternal or self-existent Being, a

Being uncreated and uncaused ? To say, the Son was derived

from the Father, is the same as to say, he was an effect depend-

ent on the Father as the cause. And this puts him on a level, in

respect to origin of existence, with all created beings. If this is

not intended, it would seem undesirable to use language which im-

plies it. If you say, that the language of Trinitarian writers on

this unfathomable subject ought not to be understood in its com-

mon or hteral sense, but in a sense more or less figurative ; I beg

leave to say in reply, that the language they use is intended for

the very purpose of explaining the Scripture phrase, the Son of

God. And as it is used for the purpose of explanation, it will most

naturally be understood in its plain, literal sense. And so I think

it has generally been understood. But the literal sense of the

phrases, " God of God," " very God of very God," has seemed to

me to involve the self-contradictory idea, that an underived being

is derived— that a self-existent Being owes his existence to an-

other. And this makes it further necessary to explain the lan-

guage which has been meant as an explanation of the Avords of

Scripture. But, to my apprehension, all the explanations which

have been used, fail of making the matter any more clear, and do

themselves need explanation. Now does not the radical mistake

lie in cleaving to the hteral sense of the phrase. Son of God, and

making it imply some kind of derivation or production ?— some-

thing of the nature of an effect depending upon a cause ? If the

divine nature of Christ was eternal, so doubtless was his personali-

ty, and his relation to the Father. If his personal relation to the

Father was not eternal, it must have had its origin in time, and

then there must have been a time when he was not the Son of God,

and when God had no Son. Hence it would follow, that God by
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an act of his power gave existence to the Son. And if so, then

the Son is a creature, a beiiig who owes his existence to the will

and agency of the Creator. This brings us to the scheme of Dr.

Clarke and other Arians, who maintain, that the Son is a depend-

ent being, who derived his existence, and all his perfections, from

the efficacious will of God. According to Arians, Christ is God,

but he is "God of God," a secondary, dependent God,— pos-

sessed indeed of high and glorious perfections, and worthy of wor-

ship and obedience, but not self-existent, not eternal, not the Su-

preme Divinity. This is the doctrine of the Arians ; and this, I

think, is the doctrine which the phrases "God of God," "Light of

Light," naturally conveys. Now why should Trinitarians, in their

attempts to explain their doctrine, make use of terms, that natural-

ly express a doctrine which they reject ? It is this and similar lan-

guage of Trinitarians which gives Dr. Clarke the chief advantage

he has in supporting his views of the Trinity. He is able to quote

many passages from ancient Trinitarian authors and Trinitarian

creeds, which plainly imply, that the Son of God, the second per-

son in the Trinity, is in some way a derived and dependent being.

And yet Trinitarians intend no such thing.

In these free remarks I have meant to animadvert merely upon

the phraseology, which has been employed by Trinitarians, not upon

the belief which they really entertain, and which in other ways they

clearly express. I ask then, whether Trinitarians have not in this

matter been chargeable with an unwarrantable and perhaps unde-

signed adherence to the literal sense of the Scripture phrases. Son

of God, begotten of God, when applied to Christ with reference to

his divine nature. If we truly give up the literal sense of these

phrases, we shall no longer feel it necessary to inquire after the

origin of that which had no origin, but shall be satisfied with what

the Scriptures plainly reveal, namely, that the Lord Jesus Christ

is truly divine ; that he eternally possessed all divine perfections,

and eternally stood in a personal relation to the Father, which is

represented to us under the idea of the fihal relation. Thus we

fix the all-important point, in our minds,— the true Godhead of

Christ,— his divine personality,— and his near and essential rela-

VOL. I. 34
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tioD to the Father— tins personality and this relation being as

reallv eternal and underived. as anv of the attributes of the Divine

nskture.

Accordioi: to the views above expressed, we mar, widi the most

evident propriety . apply the phrase, -&>« of (rixi, to designate the

Logos, tiie divine nature of the person of Christ, and the pecxiliar

and incomprehensible relation which he eternally sust^ed to the

first person in the Trinity. How far the title under conaderation,

that is. Son of God. makes known the character of the Redeemer,

mA his relation to the Father, is too serious a matter to be deter-

nuned hastily. It cannot be doubted, that this title, and the other

teachings of Scripture, afford aU the knowledge of Christ which

our wel&re in the present state requires.

Having argued against the literal sense of the phrase. Son of

God, from what the Scriptures reveal of God the Father and of

Christ, I proceed to my third topic. And here our inquiry will be,

whether the use of the phrase Son of God in other ea^es, or the

epithets joined with it in relation to Christ, involve the idea of hte-

nl son^p.

The p»hrase is sometimes appUed to the angels. But certainly

Ibey are not called sons of God in a literal and proper sense. The

design of the expression is, to point out the excellence of their

character, and their relaticm to God as his creatures and servants.

The phrase is often applied to believers. Here it seems to de-

note dial they bear the image of God.— that they are peculiarly

dependent on him. p.articulariy for the renovadon of their hearts ;

that they are objects of his special &vot, and entitled to an inheri-

tance in his kingdom.

It is often appfied to the children of Israel wJleciively. God

says, ^ I am a &&er to Israel."

In these appficatkns of Ae phrase, which are very numerous, a

Hteral sense is soj^posed by none. It is obvious, that the phrase

doiotes cxily, ftat tinee who are called sons of God, have an an-

alogy to the ol^pring of human parents, as to some of the circum-

Btanoes attending the filial rektkm. The endearing i^SeeOon exist-

i^ b^weoi a paroit aad his <^dren, and the great kindnft<w he
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exercises towards them, is tlie circumstance which seems to be most

frequently regarded.

The terms denoting the fihal relation are used in Scripture with

very great latitude of signification. Paul calls Timothy his son,

and says, that he had begotten Onesimus in his bonds. He doubt-

less meant that through divine grace he had labored with success

for their conversion and salvation. Those are called children of

Abraham, who descend from him as a remote ancestor ; and those

too who have no relation to him except a likeness to his faith.

Inquire, finally, whether the qualifying epithets, frequently joined

with the phrase Son of God, furnish proof of a hteral sense. The

epithet, only begotten, has been much relied upon by the advocates

of a proper filiation. The Greek word novoysvi^g often signifies belov-

ed above others, 7nost dear. Accordingly Christ may be called the

only begotten of God, to indicate his superior dignity of character,

and also to show that he is in the highest degree beloved of God.

The epithet own cannot prove that Christ is the Son of God in a

literal sense ; because Paul calls Timothy and Titus his own sons,

though they were so only in a metaphorical sense.

Thus it appears that the terms denoting the filial relation, in con-

nection with several expressive epithets, are in Scripture applied to

persons so variously, that they cannot of themselves be supposed

to signify a literal or proper fiUation, or that origin of existence

which is pecuUar to a human offspring ; but must be understood as

indicating merely some of the important circumstances attending

the filial relation.



LECTURE XXX.

WHAT IS THE PRECISE MEANING OF THE TITLE, SON OF GOD,

WHEN APPLIED TO CHRIST?

As the subject now before us is of great importance in Christian

Theology ; and as it has been made a subject of much indefinite

thought and much earnest controversy, and seems to be involved in

more than ordinary perplexity ; I must soUcit your attention, while

I pursue a discussion somewhat protracted, and perhaps circuitous,

with the hope, that we may come at last to a satisfactory result.

Our inquiry is, m what sense is the title, Son of Cfod, to be

understood, ivhen applied to Christ ?

I answer generally, the title is to be understood metaphorically.

But it must be remembered that metaphors have as real a meaning

as hteral language ; and they often convey their meaning more

strikingly, than any other expressions could. What then is implied

in the metaphor Avhich we are considering ? In what respect is a

resemblance to the literal sense denoted ? And on what ground,

or for what reason, is Christ called the Son of God? We have seen

that he can bear no resemblance to a human offspring as to origin

;

— because the divine nature is eternal, or which is the same,

without beginning, without origin.

If Christ is considered as a man, he evidently has this resem-

blance to other men, namely, that as they owe their existence to

God's agency, so does he. But this would only make him a son

of God in common with all other sous of God, yea, with all other

created beings. But such a view would fall far short of the im-

port of the Scripture phrase, when applied to Christ.

But Jesus may be called the Son of God in a peculiar sense.
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on account of the miraculous agency of God in his conception.

This view of the subject will deserve particular consideration before

we close the discussion. I will only say here, that this notion of

Christ's Sonship, taken by itself, does by no means reach the sub-

lime signification which the language of Scripture evidently bears.

But it is to be further and specially observed, that Christ may

be called the Son of God on account of his exalted dignity ; or on

account of the peculiar affection and favor of which he is the object

;

or on account of his filial temper ; or on account of his likeness to

the nature and his conformity to the will of his Father ; or on

account of his title to inherit the kingdom. And if it should be

found that he sustains a character and office, in which all these

grounds of Sonship are joined together^— a character and office

involving his exalted dignity,— his miraculous conception,— the

peculiar love and favor of Grod towards him,— the most perfect

filial temper,— likeness to the divine nature, and conformity with

the divine will, and a title to inJierit the kingdom ; there would

then clearly be the utmost propriety in calling him the Son of God

on account of his character and office. Here would be a combi-

nation of circumstances, which, taken separately, would justify the

use of the metaphor, but which, taken together, would show that

it possesses the highest degree of fitness and force. This last

view of the subject seems to me to be supported by the current

language of the word of God.

Look now into the New Testament, and see what was the great

question that was agitated respecting Jesus of Nazareth, in the

time of his public ministry.

This question was just what we should naturally have supposed

it would be. The Scriptures of the Old Testament foretold the

coming of a Saviour, who, from the practice of anointing those

that were set apart to be kings, and priests, was denominated the

Christ— the anointed one. It was the grand design of Scripture

to testify of this exalted person. In various ways, the prophets

made him known, as the object of faith and hope. His coming

was regarded as a matter of such importance, that he was called

the Consolation of Israel, the Desire of all nations. The Jews in

34*
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particular were earnestly looking for his advent. Now when

Jesus of Nazareth came forward with his high claims, the natural

inquiry would be— " Is not this the Christ ? "— " Tell us whether

thou be the Christ ? " That Jesus was the Christ, became to his

apostles the great subject of preaching, and to his followers, the

chief article of faith.

Now there are many texts, in which the same great question is

proposed, and the same subject of preaching and the same article

of faith are stated, by using the title Son of Crod, instead of

Christ, or in connection with it. May we not conclude from this,

that the two phrases. Son of Crod, and Christ, must, in the instances

referred to, have meant substantially the same thing. John 1:

34. John the Baptist said, " and I saw, and bare record that

this is the Son of God." John 1: 49. Nathanael said, " Thou art

the Son of God, thou art the King of Israel." 1 John 4: 15.

" Whoso shall confess that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth

in him and he in God." Ch. 5: 5. " Who is he that overcometh

the world, but he that beheveth that Jesus is the Son of God ?
"

It caimot, I think, be fairly doubted, that in these and many

other places in the New Testament, Son of Gfod is equivalent to

the Christ, the Messiah, he that should come. It would surely be

very absurd to suppose, that believing Jesus to be the Son of God,

and believing him to be the Christ, are exercises of faith materi-

ally different from each other, when each of them is often repre-

•sented as all that is necessary to salvation.

There are other passages, where the word Christ is used in

connection with the title, Son of God. John 11: 29. " I believe,"

said Martha, " that thou art the Christ, the Son of Grod, who

should come into the world." We know that nothing is more

common in Scripture, than to repeat the same thing in different

words and phrases, for the sake of emphasis. The High Priest

said to Jesus, " I adjure thee that thou tell us, whether thou be

the Christ, the Son of Grod.'"— "These things are written, that

ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of G-od^

From such examples it is clear, that these two phrases are often

used m the same sense. In several instances, they are plainly
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used as convertible terms. 1 Jolin 5: 1. " Whosoever believeth

that Jesus is the Christ, is born of God." v. 4. " Whosoever is

born of God overcometh the world ;
" and v. 5. " Who is he that

overcometh the world, but he that beheveth that Jesus is the Son

of Godr^ Believing that Jesus is the Son of God is here the

same thing, as believing that he is the Christ, in v. 1.

Observe also the report which three Evangelists make of the

confession of Peter. Matthew has it, ch. 16: 16. " Thou art

tlie Chnst, the Son of the living God." Mark, ch. 8: 29. " Thou

art the Christ.'' And Luke, ch. 9: 20. " The Christ of

God." Matthew named two titles, the Chnst, and the Son of

God ; which we doubt not had the same import ;— for if they

were not of the same import, and if Son of God denoted some-

thing higher and more important than the Christ ; then both Mark

and Luke omitted the more important part of Peter's confession.

I shall not go again into a particular consideration of the pas-

sage John 10: 33— 86, where Jesus vindicated himself from the

charge of blasphemy brought against him by the Jews. It is

to my present purpose to make only one remark ; namely, that

Jesus justified himself for saying he was the Son of God on the

ground, that the Father had sanctified him and sent him into the

world ; which seems to imply, that his having been sanctified,— or

set apart as the Redeemer,— and sent into the world in that capa-

city was the reason of his being called the Son of God. When God

the Father said in a voice from heaven : "This is my beloved Son,

hear ye him ;" he undoubtedly meant to recommend him as the

Christ, thepromised Messiah.

We may receive further light on the subject from what is said

of the design of Christ's miracles. He declares what this design

is, John 5: 36. " The works which I do, bear witness of me, that

the Father hath sent me ;" that is, that I am the Christ; as ap-

pears more clearly from John 10: 24, 25. " The Jews said, if

thou be the Christ, tell us plainly. Jesus answered them,— The

works that I do in my Father's name, they bear witness of me,"

that is, that I am the Christ ; for this was the thing to be proved.

But in some other places, it is represented as the design of Christ's
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works, to prove that he is the Son of Gfod, or that God is his Fa-

ther. The obvious conclusion is, that proving Jesus to be the

Son of God, and proving him to be the Christ, are one and the

same thing.

You will observe, that the -word Christ, which originaJlj signified

a character or office, came finally to be used as a proper name.

It was generally used in this manner after the resurrection, and

is commonly used so now. " I believe," said the Eunuch, Acts

8: 37, " that Jesus Christ is the Son of God ;" that is, that the

man, who is named Jesus Christ, is the Messiah, the Saviour of

the world. This principle is of extensive application in the for-

mation of proper names in all languages. A word which is first

used to denote the character, oflfice or circumstances of individu-

als, is finally made a proper name.

But although the titles, the Christ, and the Son of God, are

titles of the same person and office ; they are not perfectly synony-

mous. The title Christ, which refers to the ancient custom of

anointing a man who was introduced into office as a priest or king,

denotes that Jesus was invested with the office of Saviour. The

other title. Son of God, exhibits the same exalted personage, as

standing in the nearest relation to God ; as having a perfect fihal

temper ; as being the object of God's complacency, and heir

to his kingdom. But notwithstanding this difiference of original

signification, the two phrases may be used, and evidently are used

interchangeably, as titles of the same office. In the same way,

Jesus is called the Redeemer, the King of Israel; the great

High Priest, the Saviour, the Deliverer ; which are all titles of

the same character and office, and may be used interchangeably,

though they are not strictly synonymous.

Having adduced several texts to prove that the phrase, Son of

God, is a title of the character and office of Jesus, considered as

the Redeemer ; that it is, very frequently at least, of similar im-

port with the Christ, so that the two titles may be used inter-

changeably ; I shall endeavor to show, that this interpretation best

agrees with other passages of Scripture which relate to the same

subject.
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Gilie fact that the Redeemer was spoken of as being the Son of

God, before he came into the world, is no objection against the

view above given. For he was really appointed to the office of a

Saviour long before his advent, and men were pardoned and saved

on the ground of the atonement which was afterward to be made.

He was set forth as the Christy the anointed One, the Priest, the

Messiah, the great sacrifice for sin ; and was spoken of in one or the

other of these characters much more frequently, than in the char-

acter of the Son of God. But it was all in the way of antici-

pation,— speaking of what would be, as though it already existed.

According to this principle, the person referred to was, from the

beginning, the Christ, the So7i of God, the Redeemer, and began

to execute his gi*eat office, though he was not in fact invested

with all that appertained to it, before his incarnation. He was

indeed held forth as the Son of Grod ; and he was also held forth

as the Christ, and Shiloh or the sent; and the first might be

by way of anticipation, as well as the others. In Ps. 2: 7, it is

said, " I will declare the decree ; the Lord hath said unto me,

Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee." That the

event here signified was then future, is evident from those pas-

sages in the New Testament, where this prophetic declaration is

spoken of as fulfilled under the Chi-istian dispensation.

The two expressions in this prediction, " Thou art my Son,"—
and " I have begotten thee," are doubtless to be understood as

a parallelism. They are different ways of saying the same thing,

and equally metaphorical. Thus Paul calls Onesimus his son,

whom he had begotten in his bonds, and who was of his own

bowels ;— three ways of expressing his endearing relation to

Onesimus. The declaration of God the Father to the Messiah,

" Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee," evidently

indicates the high office of Christ ; his being appointed and conse-

crated as a Saviour ; the time of his induction into office, and

the endearing relation which he sustained to the Father. The

claim of a Son as heir to an inheritance, seems to be particularly

signified. For immediately after the declaration of Christ's Son-

ship, his inheritance is brought into view. " Thou art my Son,
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this day have I begotten thee. Ask of me, and I shall give

thee the heathen for thine inheritance."

There are two particular passages in the New Testament, in

which events are spoken of as an accomplishment of this remarka-

ble prediction. Luke 1: 35. " The Angel answered and said unto

her, The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the

highest shall overshadow thee ; therefore also that holy thing which

shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God.^' Acts 13:

33. " God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he

hath raised up Jesus again ; as it is also written in the second

Psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee."

These two passages, and the passage in the second Psalm, must

be so understood as to be consistent with each other. Let us see

then what interpretation is to be given to the passage in the second

Psalm. Does that text suggest the idea of a literal generation be-

fore the world was ? This would be inconsistent with both passages

here quoted from the New Testament. For the only generation re-

ferred to in the first, is that of the child who was to be born of

Mary ; and that which is referred to in the other, is the resurrec-

tion of Christ from the dead.

Again. Does the passage quoted from Luke signify, that the

fact, by itself considered, that Jesus was miraculously conceived

by the Virgin Mary, is the great event which fulfilled the predic-

tion in the second Psalm, and that it was this event merely, which

constituted Jesus the Son of God ? To this supposition I have

serious objections.

One objection is, that such a sense of the prediction, though it

may seem to agree with the passage taken by itself, cannot be

made to agree with the other, where the prediction is declared to

have been fulfilled by the resurrection of Christ from the dead,

and his being thus publicly designated to the office of a Saviour.

Another and still stronger objection is, that there is not the least

reason to think, that the simple belief of Christ's miraculous concep-

tion was ever made the grand term of salvation. Can it be this

sort of sonship that is represented to be so important ? Was it

this that Jesus labored to prove by his miracles ? Was it this that
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the apostles, in their preaching, endeavored by various arguments

to evince to mankind in order to their salvation ? When converts

to Christianity declared their belief that Jesus was the Son of God,

can we suppose that they meant merely to declare their beUef that

Tie was horn of a virgin ? " Doubtless," says Dr. Watts, " many a

poor creature might become a true believer in Christ when he was

upon earth by the sight of his miracles, and hearing his doctrine,

without the knowledge of this particular circumstance of his birth.

And doubtless many a one was converted by the apostles, without

any notice of this part of the history of Christ ; for we scarcely find

so much as the mention of it in their preaching or writings."

Again. The whole reasoning in John 10th would, upon this

principle, appear insignificant. Jesus called God his Father, that

is, he called himself the Son of God, in such a sense as to imply

that he was God— one with the Father. In consequence of his

claiming to be the Son of God in this high sense, they charged him

with blasphemy. But this is utterly unintelligible on the supposi-

tion, that Christ's sonship consisted merely in his miraculous concep-

tion. The same may be said of the conversation which the High

Priest had with Jesus. He asked him whether he was the Son of

God. It is hardly supposable that he had ever heard of the

peculiar circumstances of Christ's conception. It could have been

with no reference to those circumstances, yea, it must have been

independently of them, that he put the question. And yet Jesus

answered the question as though its meaning was very plain. And

plain it doubtless was to all who had read the prophets, and who

understood that Jesus of Nazareth professed to be the Messiah

foretold by them.

Finally. There appears to be nothing in this kind of sonship,

which, by itself, would distinguish Christ so highly above all other

men and all created beings, as the Son of God is distinguished.

In those parts of Scripture, where the exalted character of the

Son of God is most particularly set forth, we find no apparent

reference to the manner of his conception ; indeed there is no

reference to it in any place, except where the prophet predicts

and the Evangehst relates the event.
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Having found that the interpretation, above mentioned, cannot

be admitted, let us see now whether there is any objection against

the one which is here proposed.

The phrase. Son of God, is generally applied to Christ as a title

of office. When the writers of the New Testament assert that

Jesus of Nazareth is the Son of God, their meaning is, that he is

the Messiah,— the Saviour foretold by the prophets,— the exalted

personage who, according to the Scriptures of the Old Testament,

"was to possess the highest dignity,— to stand in the most endear-

ing relation to God,— to be the object of his special love and favor,

and to inherit his kingdom.

When Jesus came into the world, the grand inquiry was, " Is

this he that should come?" Is this the Christ? This was the

question. Accordingly, we shall perceive, that every circumstance

of his hfe which fulfilled any prediction of the prophets,— every-

thing essential to his Messiahship, was sl proof that he was the Son

of God— was an exhibition of him in that character.

Take now the passage in Luke. " Therefore also that holy thing

which shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God."

Why ?— Why, because this manner of his birth answered to that

prediction of the prophet :
" Behold a virgin shall conceive and

bear a son; and his name shall be called Immanuel." The com-

munication which the angel makes to Mary is, that by the power

of the highest she should conceive and bear a son ; and that on

account of the pecuhar manner of his birth, agreeing so exactly

with the words of the prophet, he should be called the Soti of God,

that is, should be known by this infallible sign to be Immanuel,—
to be the Messiah,— to be the Son of God. So Macknight :

" His miraculous conception would lead men to acknowledge and

call him the Son of God.''''

According to this view of the subject, any other circumstance of

Christ's birth or life, which answered to any inspired prediction

respecting him, and thus designated him as the Messiah, was a

reason for calling him the Son of God.

But this passage may have a further comiection with the spirit

of prophecy. It was foretold, that the Messiah should be the seed
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of the woman, the son of Abraham and of David, and yet that he

should be without sin, without moral stain. He must then be a

human offspring, but not in the usual manner. If not a human

offspriuo;, he could not answer to the prophetic description of the

Messiah. And if a human offspring in the usual manner, he could

not, without a departure from the settled constitution of heaven,

stated Rom. 5, be pure from sin. Christ's being horn, therefore,

and born of a virgin^ was in conformity with the design and scope

of the predictions which respected the Messiah. He was the seed

of the woman, a\id so was human. He was conceived through a

miraculous divine agency, and so was free from the stain of sin.

In this view also his conception and birth, as set forth by the An-

gel, was a proof of his 3Iessiahship, and a reason for his being

called the Son of God. " TJierefore that holy thing which shall be

born of thee, shall be called the Son of God."

Furthermore. The birth of Jesus was an event of such mo-

ment, that it deserved to be mentioned by way of eminence. With-

out the assumption of human nature, he could not fully sustain the

office and actually accomplish the work of Mediator. What he did

in saving sinners before his incarnation, was on the ground of the

atonement, which, in his proper and complete character as Mediator,

he was afterwards to make. His birth was one of the great events

which introduced him into his office as Redeemer, and visibly in-

vested him with what was essential to that office. It was the first

instance of his humiliation ; the great dispensation in which "the

word was made flesh and dwelt among us;" the visible manifesta-

tion of himself, as the Immanuel, the Saviour of the world. An
event which was so- important in the economy of redemption, and

which, in accordance with the spirit of prophecy, exhibited him to

the world as the appointed Mediator, was surely a sufficient reason

why he should be called the Son of God.

Come now to Acts. 13: 32, 33. " And we declare unto you

glad tidings, how that the promise which was made unto the fa-

thers, God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that

he hath raised up Jesus again ; as it is also written in the second

Psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee." Here

VOL. I. 35



410 SONSHIP OF CHRIST.

the text quoted from the second Psalm is referred to, as being a

prediction of Christ's resurrection ; and the resurrection is spoken

of, as a fulfilment of it. But hoAV is it a fulfilment ? " Thou

art my Son, this day have I begotten thee." Now it cannot

be that Grod first brought Christ into the relation of a Son by

raising him from the dead ; for he had often declared himself to

be the Son of God, before that event, and had been declared to

be so by the Father. But the resurrection, having been so par-

ticularly foretold by the prophets, and by Christ himself, and

having thus been made a marlc of his Messiahship ; it is clear

that when God raised him from the dead, he declared and mani-

fested him to be the Messiah, and confirmed all the claims which

he had before made to that character. Thus we are told, Rom. 1:

4, that " Jesus was declared to be the Son of God hy his resur-

rection from the dead.'^ He had been declared to be the Son of

God before, by his miraculous conception, by a voice from heaven,

by his works, and by the manner of his life and death. But his

resurrection was a neiv and iwiverfid proof. The Apostle says,

" he was declared to be the Son of God with power, by his

resurrection." In this view the resurrection of Jesus was as truly

a reason for his being called the Son of God, as his miraculous

conception. And why was it not a reason of the same nature ?

It was a mark of his mediatorial character, an open manifesta-

tion of him by an infallible sign, as the Son of God, the Saviour of

the world.

There is another place, Heb. 5: 5, in which the words in Ps. 2:

7, are expressly referred to. " So also Christ glorified not him-

self to be made an High Priest ; but he that said unto him, Thou

art my Son, this day have I begotten thee." That is, Christ did

not by his own authority make himself High Priest, or assume the

honor of the Priesthood ; but God the Father set him apart to

that office, according as he said, " Thou art my Son, this day

have I begotten thee." God's begetting his Son, and owning

him as such, seems to be mentioned as a prophetic representation

of his making Christ a High Priest. His being High Priest and

being the Son of God appear to be mentioned by the writer to
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the Hebrews, as the same thing. If taken otherwise, where is

the pertinency of the quotation from the second Psalm ? Those

who understand that passage in a different way must, I think,

find it difficult to see how the inspired writer confirms the Priest-

hood of Christ, or proves that he was called of God to that office

by such a quotation. You will observe that the same subject

is continued in the next verse, Heb. 5: 6, and another quotation

made from the Old Testament confirmatory of the Priesthood of

Christ.

In conclusion, let me remind you, that I have been speaking

of what is the frequent^ and as I think the general use of the

title, " the Son of God," in the New Testament. But I would

express myself with becoming modesty and diffidence on a sub-

ject, on which I differ somewhat from so many great and good

men. I am however far from opposing those authors, who give

the highest sense to the title, Son of Crod, as employed in several

texts, particularly John 1: 14, and 10: 30, and perhaps Rom.

1: 3, 4. In these and some other places, where the Saviour is

called the Son of God, there is doubtless a reference to his divme

nature, and his eternal relation to the Father, as the second per-

son in the Trinity. And there is generally, I think, the same

high reference, when he is called the Christ, the Saviour, the

Messiah. Indeed it is evident, that we cannot give to our Re-

deemer any of the pecuHar titles which he bears, without an im-

phed reference to his Deity ; in other words, without an impUed

reference to what the Scriptures so plainly represent him to be,

that is, " the Word, that was in the beginning with God, and was

God"— " God over all." Still the proposition I have endeavor-

ed to maintain will, if I mistake not, be found to be true,

—

that the sacred writers generally use the titje Son of God to de-

signate the Christ, the Mediator, the incarnate Word, the Saviour

of the world. And when Christians address the Lord Jesus

Christ, in prayer, and say, Son of God, have mercy upon tt«,

they regard him as God manifest in the fiesh— as the Re-

deemer, who died for them and rose again, and is exalted to give

repentance and remission of sins. Ask them, is the Son of God
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divine? Does he possess eternal perfection ? They will answer,

yes.— Ask them, is the Son of Grod human too ? They will an-

swer, yes; he is divine mid human,— " God and Man in one per-

son forever." Precious truth ! Glorious mystery ! May it dwell

in our hearts, and be evennore the subject of our grateful and

devout contemplation

!



LECTURE XXXI.

DIVINITY AND PERSONALITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT.

Our present subject is the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. And
here we must attend particularly to these two inquiries : 1. Wheth-

er the /Scriptures teach the Divinity of the Holy Spirit ; 2. Wheth-

er they teach his distinct personality.

The circumstance, that the evidence proving the Divinity of the

Holy Spirit, is not so copious and multiform, as that which proves

the Divinity of Christ, can properly have no influence upon our

faith. For neither the certainty nor the importance of any doc-

trine can be determined by the number of places in which it is

taught. It is well known that some doctrines, considered by all

Christians as of essential consequence in religion, are taught in

very few passages. The proper question respecting any doctrine

is, whether it is directly taught, or plainly imphed, in the holy

Scriptures, and what is the practical use which we are required

to make of it.

Do the Scriptures then teach that the Holy Spirit is partaker

of the same divine nature with the Father ? This question must

be answered in the affirmative, because the Scriptures attribute to

the Holy Spirit those perfections, offices, works and honors, which

are peculiar to the Supreme Being. According to the represen-

tations of the word of God, the Holy Spirit is the Sanctifier,

Guide and Comforter of all good men. He inspired the prophets

and apostles, and enabled them to predict future events, and to

perform miraculous works. He is associated with the Father and

the Son in the form of Christian Baptism, and so must be con-

sidered as the object of the same religious honor with them in

35*
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that divine ordinance. He is also associated with them in the

benediction 2 Cor. 13: 14, in which di\'ine blessings are implored

from him, as well as from them. All these representations imply,

that the Holy Spirit is possessed of divine perfection. For how

can one, who has not infinite knowledge, power and goodness,

inspire prophets and apostles, and enable them to work miracles

and foretell future events ? How can he sanctify and comfort all

the saints, and be associated with the Father and the Son in a

solemn Christian institution, and in prayer ?

As the particular texts of Scripture on which the argument for

the Divinity of the Holy Spirit rests, are so familiar to you, and

as the method of reasoning from them is so similar to that which I

have used, to prove the Deity of Christ, I have thought it unne-

cessary either formally to quote them in this place, or to subjoin

any particular remarks upon them.

Our second inquiry is entitled to a more particular considera-

tion. There are few at the present day, who do not admit the

Holy Spirit to be, in some sense, truly divine. The opinion which

Ave are most frequently called to controvert on tliis subject is, that

the Holy Spirit, though often spoken of, as if he were a person,

is not so literally and truly, but must be considered as the power,

energy, or operation of God ; and that the texts, which represent

him as a person, are to be understood as examples of rhetorical

personification.

With reference to this sentiment, I shall make only two points

of inquiry : 1. ^Vhether personal properties, relations and acts are

really ascribed to the Holy Spirit; 2. How the texts which do

this are to be understood.

Of all the passages which teach us the true doctrine of the

Holy Spirit, those in John 14, 15, and 16, are the most particu-

lar.— "I will pray the Father, and he shall give you another

Comforter, that he may abide with you forever."— " But the

Comforter, the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my

name, he shall teach you all things and bring all things to your

remembrance whatsoever I have said unto you."— " But when

the Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you from the
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Father, even the Spirit of truth "which procccdeth from the Father,

he shall testify of me.'-
— "Nevertheless I tell you the truth;

it is expedient for you that I go away ; for if I go not away, the

Comforter will not come unto you ; but if I depart, I will send

him unto you. And when he is come, he will convince the world

of sin, and of righteousness, apd of judgment."— " When he, the

Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth, for he

shall not speak of himself ; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall

he speak ; and he will show you things to come. He shall glorify

me ; for he shall receive of mine, and shall show it unto you.'*

Now do these passages ascribe personal attributes, relations and

acts to the Holy Spirit ? Some Trinitarian writers have argued

from the use of the pronoun ixeivog here applied to the Spirit.

But the argument is plainly inconclusive. This word, which is of

the masculine gender, relates to the mascuhne noun naQaxXtjTog.

If the Spirit is called naQdiiXtitog, it is a matter of course that the

masculine pronoun should be used in reference to him. It does

indeed appear rather favorable to the doctrine of the personaHty

of the Holy Spirit, that he is called o nuQaxXTjiog, the Comforter,

or Advocate ; because this, in its common use, is a personal appel-

lation. But here the argument stops. There is no reason to

think that the masculine pronoun would have been used in refer-

ence to nvevfia, the Spirit, had not a mascuhne noun been first

introduced, with which the pronoun could agree in gender. Con-

sidering the genius of the Greek language, which applies words

of different genders so indiscriminately, we must look upon any

argument derived merely from the gender of the noun, or pronoun,

as unsatisfactory. Indeed if the use of the mascuhne gender is

here made an argument for the personahty of the Holy Spirit

;

the use of the neuter gender in the word nvsvfia, and in the pro

nouns and adjectives agreeing with it, may with equal reason be

made an argument against it.

But without any reliance on such an argument as this, there is

satisfactory evidence from the passages now before us, of the

proper personality of the Holy Spirit.

Observe the appellation, the Comforter, or Advocate, here ap-
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plied to the Spirit. Observe too, that he is distinguished from

the person speaking :— "I will pray the Father, and he shall give

you another Comforter." Observe, finally, the personal acts and

circumstances attributed to the Holy Spirit, as coming, receiving,

testifying, ^showing, teaching, hearing, speaking, abiding, being

sent, convincing or reproving.
,

In Acts 13: 2, 4, we are taught that the Holy Spirit called Paul

and Barnabas, and commanded others to set them apart to their

work ; and that they were set apart /or him and sent forth by him.

— Acts 15: 28. " For it seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to

us, to lay upon you no other burden." To suppose the Holy Spirit

anything but a real, distinct person, would render this language

extremely unnatural. In Acts 16: 6, 7, the Holy Ghost appears

forbidding the apostles to preach, and preventing them from going

into Bithynia.

1 Cor. 12: 11. " All these worketh that one and the self same

Spirit, dividing to every man severally as he will." The Holy

Ghost possesses will., and acts, like a Sovereign, as his will directs.

What can imply personality more clearly than this ?

I shall proceed no further in quoting the texts, which attribute

personal properties and acts to the Holy Spirit ; but shall bring

into view another proof, arising from those texts which represent

the Holy Ghost to be the object of the dispositions and acts of men.

In Matt. 12: 31, 32, we are taught, that blasphemy against

Christ may be forgiven, but that blasphemy against the Holy Ghost

cannot be forgiven. Here the Holy Ghost is distinguished from

Christ, just as one person is commonly distinguished from another.

" They are both spoken of with respect to the same thing, that is,

blasphemy, in the same manner. And the thing mentioned is

spoken concerning them universally in the same sense. If the

Holy Ghost were only the virtue or power of God then present

with Christ in all he did ; Christ and that power could not be

separately or distinctly spoken against."

Acts 5: 3, 4. Ananias is accused of Iging to the Holy Ghost,

and he and his wife of agreeing to tempt him. How can any one

but a person, an intelligent agent, be tempted, or lied to ?
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Eph. 4: 30. Christians are charged not to grieve the Holy

Spirit; and in Acts 7: 51, sinners are accused of resisting him.

Both passages naturally imply his personality.

The most specious objection against the argument derived from

the above cited texts is, that they are to be considered as examples

of that bold personification, -vvith which the Eastern style abounds.

Our next inquiry therefore is, whether the texts, which thus attri-

bute personal properties, acts and relations to the Holy Ghost, are

to be understood in a literal or in a figurative sense ?

" It would be both uncandid and foolish," says an excellent

writer, " to deny the existence, or to question the frequency of

that figure of speech, called personification ; according to which

personal characters are ascribed to powers and attributes, as well

as to other objects which are known to possess distinct pei'sonality,

or conscious existence. Wisdom, righteousness, charity, sin, and

death are thus personified. But in such cases, who is ever in

danger of being misled ? Language of this kind occurs chiefly in

poetry, or in such composition as admits the aid of poetical embel-

lishment. If it were only in such composition as this, that the as-

cription of personal properties and acts to the Holy Spirit were to

be found,— or if in plainer composition it were uniformly other-

wise ; the objection would have force. But the fact is far difierent.

The ascription of personal characters and operations to the Spirit

of God is to be found, not in the language of poetry and impas-

sioned eloquence merely, but in the plainest prose ; in the language

of historical narration ; of simple famihar instruction ; and of laws

and cautions, promises and grants ; in which precision is the first

and most essential requisite. What then are we to make of a book

which, on the principle of the objection, requires for its just ex-

planation that laws and promises, and the various descriptions of

historical and didactic composition, be interpreted according to the

same canons, as are applied to poetry and eloquence ?"

" We are also to recollect that while, with regard to the Holy

Spirit, the ordinary, current phraseology of the Scriptures is framed

on the supposition of his personality ; this is not the case with re-

gard to anything else, which is not a person. In other cases, the
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language of personification is the exception to the general phrase-

ology. But in this, any expressions, which seem inconsistent with

personality, form the exception."*

The evidence for the personality of the Holy Spirit would be-

come still more clear and conclusive, if we should enter into a par-

ticular examination of the texts which have been alluded to, and

see to what modes of interpretation they are di'iven, who deny that

the Spirit is a person.

One of the most plausible objections against the argument just

exhibited is, that the words Holy Spirit, or Spirit of God, are in

some passages evidently used to signify divine operation or in-

fluence. But in reahty this does not in any degree detract from

the force of the argument. It is undoubtedly true, that, in some

passages, the phrase. Holy Spirit, signifies divine operation or in-

fluence. But how can it be inferred from this, that it always has

this signification ? Will any man contend, that a word is always

used in the same sense ?— or, because in some places it is cer-

tainly used in a particular sense, that we cannot as certainly know,

that it is, in other places, used in a difierent sense ? The Greek

word Aoyog has a variety of senses. It generally signifies word,

speech, discourse. But in several passages in the writings of

•John, it unquestionably has a personal sense, designating the

Christ, the Son of God. And this last sense is as clearly made

out from the circumstances of the passages referred to, as any

other sense is from other passages. So as to the Holy Spirit.

There is no difficulty in accounting for it, upon the common princi-

ples of language, that the phrase should be used in very different

senses. Suppose then, if you will, that the Spirit of Grod, or JBoly

Spirit, was first used to signify divine operation. It would be per-

fectly natural, and accordant with what takes place in a thousand

other instances, that this same phrase should afterwards be appro-

priately used, to signify the person, or agent, whose peculiar opera-

tion is designated. If there is such a person, and if infinite wis-

dom sees fit more clearly to make him known to us ; by what more

*Dwight's Theology.
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suitable name could he be pointed out, than by that which had

been employed to denote his peculiar office and work ?

But there is another view of the subject which is equally con-

formed to general usage, and which I think in this case more pro-

bable, namely ; that the phrase, Holy Spirit, primarily signifies the

Person^ or Agent^ and thence comes to denote his operation or

agency. The circumstances of the case must always be regarded,

in order to determine which sense the phrase is intended to convey.

Nor will it be anything strange, if in some passages, the circum-

stances should be such, that either of the two senses would be pro-

per ; so that we should be unable to determine clearly which of

them is particularly intended. The agency or influence may be

meant, or the person of the Holy Spirit with respect to his agency.

To a man who holds the Scripture doctrine of the Holy Ghost,

these two senses would, in some cases, come to the same thing.

I quote the following paragraphs from the Lectures of the late

George Hill, D. D., as strikingly coincident with the views above

set forth, and corroborative of the conclusion which I have adopted.

He says :
" If there are passages in which the Holy Ghost is

clearly and unequivocally described as a person, then however

numerous the passages may be, in which the Spirit of God appears

to be a phrase meaning gifts and powers communicated to men,

this does not in the least invalidate the evidence of the personality

of the Spirit ; because it is a most natural and intelligible figure,

to express the gifts and powers by the name of that person, who is

represented as the distributor of them. The true method of stating

the question is, not whether it be possible to interpret a great num-

ber of passages that speak of the Spirit of God without being

obliged to suppose that there is a distinct person to whom this

name is given, but whether there are not somepassages^ from which

the personality of the. Spii'it may be clearly ascertained."

" Tliere are two passages of this last kind, to which I would

direct your attention. The first is, the long discourse of our

Lord, ch. 14, 15, and 16, of John's Gospel, where in promising

the Holy Ghost to the apostles, he describes him as a person, who

was to be sent and to come, who hears and speaks, and reproves



420 DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY SPIRIT.

and instructs ; as a person different from Jesus, because he was

to come after Jesus departed ; because he was to be sent by

Christ, to receive of Christ, and to glorify Christ ;— as a person

different from the Father, because he was to be sent by the Father,

and because he was not to speak of himself, but to speak what he

should hear. The second passage is a discourse of the Apostle

Paul, 1 Cor. 12: 1—13, where speaking of the diversities of

spiritual gifts, he represents them as under the administration of

one spirit. It is impossible to conceive words, which can mark

more strongly than v. 11 does, that there is a person, who is the

author of all spiritual gifts, and who distributes them according

to liis discretion."

" You will meet with many other passages which show, that the

apostles considered the Spirit as a person ; and to the inference

obviously suggested by all these passages, you are to add this

general consideration, that as the prosopopoeia, to which the Socin-

ians have recourse in order to evade the evidence of the person-

ality of the Spirit, appears to be forced and unnatural when it is

applied to the long discourse recorded by John ; so the supposition

of any such prosopopoeia being there intended, is rendered incred-

ible, by our Lord's introducing after that discourse, the Holy

Ghost in the form of Baptism, and thus conjoining the Holy Ghost

whom he had described as a person, with the Father and the Son,

who are certainly known to be persons. There is in all this a

continued train of argument, so much fitted to impress our minds

with a conviction of the personality of the Holy Spirit, that if the

Socinian system on this subject be true, it will be hard to fix upon

any inference from the language of Scripture, m which our minds

may safely acquiesce."

"Your business in studying the controversy concerning the Spirit

is, to examine, whether this figure of speech which is natural in

some passages, can be admitted as the explication of all ; or

whether the impropriety of attempting to introduce it into some

places where the Spirit is described, be not so glaring, as to leave

a conviction upon the mind of every candid inquirer that the

Scriptures reveal to us a third person, whose agency is exerted in

accomplishing the purposes of the Gospel."
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Those -who -wish to discuss tliis subject more fully and inquire

into the sense of the words, Spirit of God, or Holy Spirit, in par-

ticular texts, will be assisted by consulting Schleusner on the word

nvEVfia, Middleton on the Greek article, Owen on the Spirit,

Dwight's Sermons, with Knapp's and Dick's Theology.

I shall close this Lecture with two remarks. The first relates

to the manner in which the inspired writers attribute particular

works to the Spirit ; for example, the work of enhghtening the

mind, and sanctifying the heart. Those who have attentively read

the Scriptures must have observed that, in some passages, this

work is attributed to God the Father ; as in John 17: 17. '^Sanc-

tify them through thy truth." In some passages, this same work

is attributed to Christ. " He came to redeem his people from all

iniquity, and to purift/ them to himself; " while in other passages

this work is directly attributed to the Soli/ Spirit. This shows

the mistake of supposing, as some have done, that to each of the

sacred Three certain works are to be exclusively attributed. What

seems to me the Scripture doctrine is, that divine works generally

belong in common to -the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost

;

and yet that there are official works, as we may call them, which

belong, not exclusively indeed, but in a special manner, to one of

the Three. Crod, absolutely considered, sanctifies ;— the Father

sanctifies ;
— the Son sanctifies ;

— but the work belongs in a

peculiar sense to the Sbly Spirit. He does it, we may say, offi-

cially. It is indeed impossible for us clearly and fully to compre-

hend this peculiarity of sense in which the work belongs to the

Spirit. But it is apparent from Scripture, that there is such a

peculiarity ; and there is no reason to doubt, that it is of such a

nature, as perfectly corresponds with the distinction, whatever that

distinction may be, between the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Spirit.

I said, divine works in general are attributed to each of the

Sacred Three. There is one important exception. The work of

making atonement for sin, and all that Christ did in his human

nature, belonged to him exclusively. Neither the Father nor the

Holy Spirit could obey or suffer for sinners. This work could be

VOL. I. 36
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done oiily by a Divine Person incarnate— by God manifest in

the fiesJi.

My second remark is that, in a practical view, the doctrine of

the Holy Spirit is attended with far less diflBculty, than in a spec-

ulative view. So the best Christians have found it. And those

Christians who are most intent upon holy living, conform most

exactly to the teachings of Scripture in regard to the Holy Spirit,

and most fully secure to themselves his sanctifying and comforting

influence.

Consider here the principle, that we can know nothing of the

invisible God, except by means of the revelation which he makes

of himself by his works and by his word. We have then only to

inquire, what does the word of God teach respecting the Holy

Spirit ? What are the works which he performs ? What are the

blessings which he bestows, and the relations which he sustains ?

In a word, what is the revelation which he makes of himself?

In this way you learn, so far as your present capacity extends,

wTiat the Holy Spirit is. And the ^4ew which you thus obtain of

the subject, is to regulate your feelings and your duties. Here

all is plain and intelligible. Do you wish to know how you shall

regard the Holy Spirit in your devout contemplations ? Consider

the work accomplished,— conviction of sin, sanctification, divine

support and comfort, and preparation for the world of glory ; and

then consider the Holy Spirit as the Almighty Agent, who per-

forms this momentous work. Regard him, and trust in him, as

the merciful Author of all holy affections and holy enjoyments.

The Scriptures make him known as standing in certain relations

to the Father and to the Son. Regard him in those relations.—
Would you know how you shall intelligently pray for the Holy

Spirit ? Pray for purification of heart, for the illumination of the

understanding, for love, joy, peace, long-suffering, meekness, faith,

and all the branches of Christian holiness ;— and pray for all

these, with a cordial behef, that they are the fruit of the Spirit,

and that you can never possess them, unless they are produced in

you by his agency. In other words, pray that the Holy Spirit

may be present ^dth you, and that these excellent graces may be



DOCTRINE OP THE HOLY SPIRIT. 423

wrought in you by his efficacious influence. Do you wish to deter-

mine whether you have the Holy Spirit abiding in you ? Inquire

then, whether you possess those holy affections, which are the fruit

of the Spirit. In short, you will hold to the true Scripture doc-

trine on this important subject, if you acknowledge and revere the

divine glory of the Holy Ghost ; if you earnestly desire and seek

his constant influence, and thankfully receive the precious benefits

which it is the object of his mission to confer. " If any one,

neglectful of these benefits, should aspire after knowledge beyond

the reach of human intelligence ; he wotdd resemble those who,

neglectful of the good which is near at hand, should attempt to

wander among the stars, and in the attempt fall disgracefully to

the ground."



LECTURE XXXII.

TRINITARIAN USE OF THE WORD PERSON.

Both before and since the Reformation, tlie word person has

generally been applied to the Father, to the Son, and to the Holy

Spirit. It is found equally in Cathohc and Protestant creeds and

systems. But in consequence of the objections of Socinians and

other opposing sects, some who profess to hold the common doc-

trine of the Trinity, are inclined to give up this use of the word

;

at least they think it would have been better, if the word had

never been introduced in comiection with the doctrine. It will

therefore be evidently proper that we should go into a more par-

ticular examination of the subject than we have done, and should

carefully consider the principal reasons in favor of that use of the

word person^ which has been common among Trinitarians, and the

most plausible objections against it. But before entering directly

on this discussion, I shall make two preliminary remarks.

1. If any word or phrase, which is not used by the sacred

writers, instead of expressing intelligibly and correctly the thing

intended, is found to be generally the occasion of error ; it is cer-

tainly best either at once, or gradually, to lay it aside, and to

substitute in its place some other word, better suited to the end

in view. For why should we be pertinacious in retaining a word

or expression, which is not sanctioned by divine authority, and

which really misleads the minds of men, and prevents the influ-

ence of the truth ?

But 2. It should be kept in mind, that a change of words or

phrases, which have been long and generally used by Christians

in their creeds, in their doctrinal and practical writings, and in
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their conversation and prayers, is generally very difficult, if not

impossible. And it is moreover true, that a change of such a

kind is, in all ordinary cases, likely to cause division and strife,

and to grieve the hearts of those who love peace. It is therefore

better, in most cases, that, the words which have been long sanc-

tioned by the wisest and best men, and which have become famil-

iar to the minds of common Christians, and have been Avrought

into their habits of thinking and devotion, should be retained.

If they have occasioned mistakes, let the mistakes be corrected.

If they have not been well understood, let them be carefully ex-

plained. If they have been used too freely, or with an excess of

meaning, let them be brought back to their just limits. If they

have been turned into an occasion of metaphysical disputation, let

it be shown that they do not belong to the department of meta-

physics, but to that of devotional and practical truth. In short,

instead of attempting an innovation in the established language

of rehgious discourse, let pains be taken, whenever the case re-

quires, to bring that language to its proper use ; and thus, avoid-

ing all strife, and prejudice, and unprofitable debate, let religious

teachers labor to hold forth with increasing clearness the great

truths of revelation, and to give them greater influence over the

minds of men.

As to the word person ; a free and impartial inquiry will, I

think, fully satisfy you, that there is no valid reason against its

application to each of the Sacred Three, but many reasons in fa-

vor of such application.

It is said in the way of objection, that the word person is not

used in Scripture to designate the distinction in the Godhead, and

that we have no right to add to the language of the inspired

writers.

Reply. Those who make this objection would do well to in-

quire, whether the same objection does not he against themselves.

For they speak famiharly of the unit^ or oneness of God, the hi(r

maniiy of Christ, his inferiority or subordination to the Father,

and the agency of the Spirit, when none of these terms or phrases

are found in the Scriptures. Who that duly considers the sub-

36*
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ject, does not see, that it would be impossible to speak or wnte

in an edifying manner respecting the meaning of Scripture, or

respecting the truths and duties of Christianity, without using

many words and phrases which are not used by the sacred pen-

men ?

Suppose that we lay aside the word person. There is still the

Scripture doctrine of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

The Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Father ; and the Spirit

is neither the Father nor the Son ; and yet the three are divine,

possessed of the perfections of the Godhead. Now suppose, that

in order to designate the doctrine, we say there is a distinction, or

three distinctions in the Godhead. Objectors say to us, Hiree

what? Why, " three distinctions." They ask, what distinctions ?

Here we are brought into straits. For Socinians make distinctions,

yes," three distinctions." The Father, they say, is God ; the Son

is merely a man ; and the Holy Spirit is the power or agency of

God. We say, the distinctions we mean are of a different and

higher kind. Well, then, Arians make distinctions of a differ-

ent and higher kmd. The Father is the Supreme God ; the Son

is a created or derived being, next to God, and endued by God

with divine perfections ; and the Holy Spirit is also, according to

Clarke, a created, dependent agent, endued with divine attributes.

Here are " three distinctions," and according to Clarke, three

'persons. But we mean something different and higher still.

Come, then, to the Sabellians. They make " three distinctions."

The Father is God, one person, the Creator and Sovereign of the

universe. The Son is God, the same person, acting as Redeem-

er. The Holy Spirit is also the same God, and the same person,

acting as Illuminator and Sanctifier. Here are " three distinc-

tions" the Supreme Being acting in three offices, or exhibiting

himself in three modes of operation. But neither are these the dis-

tinctions which we intend— the Trmity which we think the Scrip-

tures reveal. If the distinctions intended are merely these— the

one absolute Being, the only Being and the only person possess-

ing divine perfection, acting himself out in different ways ; then

clearly there must be as many distinctions, as there are different
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ways of divine manifestation. And these are exceedingly numer-

ous. God manifests himself in the work of creating, preserving,

and governing his creatures ; in his care of the natural world,

and of the moral world ; in giving commands, promises, and

threats ; in actually rewarding the obedient, and punishing the

disobedient. The particular ways in which he manifests his per-

fections towards individual Christians, and towards individual sin-

ners ; towards churches, and towards the world, are innumerable.

Instead of " three distinctions," then, we ought, it would seem,

to make as many as there are different modes of divine manifes-

tation. It becomes then very evident, that our merely saying,

there is a distinction between the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Ghost, fails of conveying definitely the idea which Trinitarians en-

tertain, and leaves them to be confounded with those sects, which

they regard as essentially erroneous. The SabeUian scheme,

which is much the same as Swedenborgianism, and which seems

at present to be the most popular of all the schemes opposed to

Orthodoxy, represents the Trinity, that is, the Father, Son, and

Holy Spirit, as consisting in the three-fold acting out or manifes-

tation of the Godhead in the three great works of creation and

government, of redemption, and sanctification. But this scheme,

as a careful examination plainly shows, is far from answering to

the teachings of Scripture. For, in the first place, Scripture as-

cribes the work of creating, preserving and governing the world to

the Son as well as to the Father, and the sanctification of behevers

to the Father and the Son, as well as to the Spirit. If the Trini-

ty, the Divine Three, were constituted merely by these different

modes of manifestation, they would evidently be confounded with

each other.

In the second place ; the history given of Christ in the four Gos-

pels shows, fii-om the beginning to the end, that he was a true and

proper man. And the same is often asserted, and everywhere im-

plied in the Acts and Epistles of the Apostles. And if he was a

true and proper man, he was a true and proper person. And
surely he was none the less a person, because he had attributes

above humanity. Where does he speak of himself, and where is
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he spoken of by others, as though he was not truly and completely

a person, because of his super-human nature ? If the New Testa-

ment does not teach that Christ, the Son of God, is, properly

speaking, a person, it does not teach the personality of Paul or

Peter, and the history of our own country does not teach that either

"Washington or Hamilton was a person. If there can be any satis-

factory evidence of the personality of any one, we have such evi-

dence of the personality of the Lord Jesus Christ. And we have

equally satisfactory evidence, that he is a person distinct from the

Father. The supposition that the Father and the Son are one and

the same person is altogether unscriptural and preposterous. If

we had nothing but the bare mention of the Father and the Son,

we should at once conclude that, in respect to personality, they are

distinct from each other,— two persons. But of this we have evi-

dence perfectly clear and satisfactory. For we find that the Father

and the Son have free intercourse with each other
;
yea, all the

intercourse which could be looked for on the supposition of their

bemg two distinct persons. The Father speaks to the Son, and ex-

presses his complacency in him. He sends the Son, gives him

commands, confers honors upon him, and invests him -with power

over angels and men, and the whole creation. Now who can im-

agine that the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ speaks to himself

— sends himself— gives commands to himself— and confers power

and honor upon himself? On the other side ; the Son obeys the

Father, does not his own will but the will of the Father, speaks

familiarly to the Father, thanks him, and prays to him. Can any

one say, that the Son obeys himself^ thanks himself, and offers up

prayers to himself? The apostles, in numberless instances, repre-

sent the Father and the Son to be distinct persons— as really

distinct from each other, as any two men are ; but they never

speak of them as though they constituted only one person. Even

when Jesus declares that he and his Father are one, he does it in

a direct address to the Father in the use of the personal pronoims,

/and thou, and the plural, we, showing that the oneness intended

is a oneness existing between two distinct persons ; a oneness of

nature, not of personality. Were it not so, it would be utterly
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unaccountable that such language should be employed. The fact

that they are not in Scripture called two persons, in so many

words, is of no weight, as has before been shown. What I main-

tain is, that the Scriptures represent the Father and the Son to be

two distmct persons as plainly and as fully, as they represent Jacob

and Joseph to be two distinct pei'sons. Distinct personahty is, in

these two cases, revealed with equal clearness and certainty. But

I am far from saying, that personality in the two cases is, in all re-

spects, the same, or that all the circumstances which belong to the

one, belong also to the other. The one is a divine personality

;

the other a human. The personality of the Father and that of

the Son are such as correspond with their divine nature, or I may

say, such as necessarily result from their nature. The personal

relation between the Father and the Son must then be very dif-

ferent from the personal relation existing between created beings.

But this difference, whatever it may be, and in what way soever it

may be apprehended by us, does not interfere with the existence

of real personality. For all that can be considered as essential

attributes of a person, or as going to constitute personality, are

shown by the Scriptures to belong to the Father and to the Son.

That the Father is a person, that is, an intelligent, moral, volun-

tary, individual being, that he is possessed of everything which

can be considered as belonging to personality, is, I suppose, ad-

mitted by all, except pantheists. And is not the Son equally

possessed of what is essential to personality ? Is he not intelli-

gent ? Is he not moral ? Is he not voluntary ? Has he not a

will distinct from the will of the Father ? Does he not say, " not

my will, but thine be done ?" Is he not benevolent and holy, and

constantly active in doing good ? Is he not the object of our love

and veneration, our gratitude and our confidence, our prayers and

our praises ? And whither has our understanding and our common

sense fled, if, while we find from the Scriptures, that Jesus, the

Son of God, is all that I have now mentioned, we can yet deny or

doubt his personality ? And as all that is essential to personahty

belongs to the Son of God in a far higher degree, than to any crea-

ted being ; a man, who can question his distinct personal character,
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must surely be wanting in the faculty of clear discernment, or must

be bewildered by dreamy speculations. If you will sit down to

the perusal of the New Testament with a mind unshackled by any

theory of human invention, and desirous to receive with meekness

the manifest import of the inspired writings
;
you will, I am confi-

dent, be satisfied, that there is a real, a perfect, a sublime, though

to us, an incomprehensible personal relation between the Father

and the Son. And you will be so far from denying this personal-

ity, because it is in some respects, so immensely dificrent from mere

human personality, that you will for that very reason hold it to be,

if possible, more real ; or if not more real, unspeakably more ex-

cellent, more exalted, and more glorious.

I trust you will not forget that in treating this subject, I fabri-

cate no philosophical or philological theory, and make no attempt

to avoid the plain import of what the inspired writers say. My
aim is to bring my apprehension and my faith to conform exactly

to the word of God, in its plain, obvious sense. If in any res-

pect, there is a marked peculiarity in the teachings of Scriptui'e

respecting the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, I would be-

lieve and maintain that pecuharity to be exactly what Scripture

represents it to be, and would most scrupulously guard against

making it anything else. If there is that in this divine personali-

ty which is wholly irreconcilable with some of the circumstances

of human personality, and far above the reach of our intellect

;

I would then charge myself to remember that I am of yesterday

and know nothing, and accordingly to keep quietly in my place,

as a learner, holding fast the plain, practical sense of Scripture,

and attributing what is to us irreconcilable and incomprehensible,

to the height and depth of the unbounded perfection of the divine

nature. That Being, who is uncreated, infinite and eternal, must

have many peculiarities, which place him at an immeasurable dis-

tance from created bemgs. All his attributes are peculiar. If

any of them belong to man, it is- only in a very low degree. There

is intelligence and power in man. But how different from these—
how far above them are the intelligence and power of God ! Now

if while the extent of these divine attributes and the mode of their
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exercise are so different from what belong to us, we still ascftbe

them to God ; why should we refuse to acknowledge the distinct

personality of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, because

in some respects it is so diflferent from human personality ? It is

true, as we well know, that human persons are not only distinct but

separate individuals, possessed indeed of a nature, both corporeal

and mental, of the same kind, though the individual nature of each

is his own soleli/, not common to himself and to others. The intel-

ligent nature, the mind of Paul, was Ms, and his only. The same

mind, the same spiritual essence which belonged to him, did not

and could not belong to any other person. And to suppose that

the same individual spiritual essence belongs to any two human per-

sons, would be to suppose those two persons to be one person. In

other words, there are no two human persons, who so possess the

very same indi^ddual human nature, that, strictly speaking, the

nature of one of them is the identical nature of the other, and that

if the nature of one of them, say Paul, had not existed, the na-

ture of Peter would not have existed ; that is, if Paul had not

been, then Peter would not have been ;
— and this would be mak-

ing Peter's existence depend on Paul's existence.

But it may be and undoubtedly is very different with respect to

the divine nature. The -Godhead maybe such, and we believe

the Scriptures teach that it is such, that three persons, the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Spirit, may be and are partakers of it—
partakers of one and the same divine nature and yet are three dis-

tinct persons. I should not be ready to say, the three persons are

separate, or divided ; because that might indicate Avhat is peculiar

to human persons, and incompatible with the subhme relation exist-

ing between the divine persons. It may be true, and in my view

is true, that because the divine persons are partakers of one

and the same divine nature, their personal relation, their union,

and their mutual intercourse exceed in perfection and blessedness

all personal relations among created, dependent beings. This how-

ever is a subject which admits of no adequate explanation, and in

some respects is far out of sight. But this is clear— that Scrip-

ture exhibits three divine persons, and yet declares that there is



432 USE OF THE WORD PERSOlsr.

only one God. Instead therefore of going about to distort, or

evade, or cover up this representation of God's holy word by any

misty or far-fetched theory, I would sit dov/n humbly at the feet

of the infallible Teacher, and would hold myself ready to receive

whatever instmction he may be pleased to give. And I am, I

freely acknowledge, much inclined to think that the marvellous and

mysterious pecuharity of the three divine persons results necessarily

from the marvellous and transcendent excellence of the divine na-

ture ;
— that it is, in fact, a glorious and divine peculiarity, which

will forever baffle all attempts of a restless, presumptuous curiosi-

ty to pry into it, and which, like the divine eternity, requires not

that we should comprehend or explain it, but that we should con-

template it with reverence and prostration of soul, believe it with

a cordial, implicit faith, and use it as an incitement to devotion and

obedience.

But the pluraHty of persons in one God, it is said, is strange

and inconceivable. This, in some respects, is evidently the case ;

but it is no objection to the truth of the doctrine. For what is

the strangeness spoken of more than this, that there is nothing

like it among created beings ?— a strangeness or singularity

which doubtless flows as a consequence from the very nature of

the infinite and eternal Being. As to the inconceivdbleness of

three persons in one God ; I acknowledge that without a super-

natural revelation, no one would have formed a conception of it,

and that the doctrine, though revealed, is still far above our com-

prehension. As our faculties are limited, we cannot attain to a

complete knowledge of any of the attributes of God. In his

attributes and in the mode of his existence, there are other things

which are as incapable of being explained or comprehended, as

the doctrine before us. God exists without a cause and without a

beginning, and of course without any relation to time. This mode

of the divine existence is so different from what belongs to us or

to any created beings— it is so unaccountable, and so confounding

to all our habits of thinking, that we often find it difficult to

believe it, though it stands before our minds in the light of

perfect demonstration. And when we do really believe it, we are
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aware, that there is something in the nature of what we believe,

which is exceedinglj singular, and beyond our comprehension.

And the same is true in regard to many things in the natural

world.

It is, you perceive, implied in the preceding discussion, that I

use the word persons, not for the purpose of explaining the doc-

trine of the Trinity, or freeing it from what is mysterious, or

paradoxical ; but merely to express, in a brief and convenient form,

the doctrine itself which we collect from the Scriptures. The

sacred writers often speak of the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Ghost, and represent each of them to be truly divine. There are

then, three ivlio are divine. But they are not three Crods, as the

inspired writers teach that there is only one Crod. The same

writers however freely apply to each of the three the personal

pronouns, and predicate of each all personal attributes, acts and

circumstances. Now vrishing to express all this in few words,

Trinitarians lay it down as the doctrine of the Bible, that there

are thi'ee persons in one God. And it seems to me that, if the

word persons had never been used, and we were now for the first

time to set forth summarily, in the form of a doctrine, what the

Scriptures teach as to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost,

we should very probably speak of the three as persons— persons

indeed in a pecuhar, theological sense, but still persons. And I

am unable to think of any other term which would so naturally

occur to us, or would so justly express the doctrine of revelation,

as this.

There is, I am sensible, a diflficulty not capable of being solved,

which arises in the mind of every one, who tries to conceive how

three persons can be one God, or how one God can be three per-

sons. But does not the same difficulty meet us, if we go back to

the very statement which we find in Scripture ? For while there

is only one God, it is clear that the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Spirit are equally divine ; that the Father speaks of himself in

the first person singular, I am, I reign, I search the heart ; and

that his people, as well as his Son, address him in the second per-

son singular, and pray to him as their God and Father— all

VOL. I. 37
»
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showing that he is regarded as a divine person. We find also

that the Son of God speaks of himself and is spoken to as a per-

son—T am the Christ— Thou art mj Son— This is mj beloved

Son, hear ye Mm; and that between the Father and the Sob

there is a constant intercourse. Similar language is used also of

the Holy Spirit. He was to be sent by Christ, and to be the

Advocate and Comforter of his people. " He shall take of mine,"

said Jesus, " and show it unto you."— Here, with the unaltered

representation of Scripture before us, we are forced to encounter

an equally insolvable difficulty. How can all this be ?— this

manner of speaking one to another, and one of another,— this

intercourse, this mutual love, this communion and cooperation

between the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, when in fact

there is only one God ? Hoiv can we hold these three to be

divine, without making three Gods ? I repeat it, that the state-

ment respecting the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, just as

it stands in different parts of Scripture, is as paradoxical, and

as hard to be reconciled with the unity of God, as the statement

in the Trinitarian creed ; so that the real difficulty in the case

does not arise from the particular form which the doctrine of the

Trinity has received from its advocates, but from the doctrine itself

as revealed in the inspired writings. And I must say, that all

the efforts of Arians and Sabellians and Swedenborgians to solve

the difficulty, do either overlook the language of Scripture, or

evade its plain, obvious import.

There is a passage in Calvin's Institutes, Book I. ch. 13. § 5,

which has sometimes been quoted to show, that Calvin was dis-

satisfied with the use of the words, " Trinity of Persons." He
says, " If then the words have not been rashly invented, we

should beware lest we be convicted of fastidious temerity in re-

jecting them. I would wish them indeed, to be buried in ob-

livion, provided this faith were universally received, that the Fa-

ther, Son, and Moly Spirit are the one Crod; and that nevertheless

the Son is not the Father, nor the Spirit the Son, hut that they are

distinguished from each other hy some peculiar property. I am

not so rigidly p'ecise as to hefond of contending for mere words.''''
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That is, he was concerned only, that the true Scripture doctrine

should be received ; and if this were done, he should not be

fond of contending about words ; and he would wish that any

particular human phraseology should, if necessary, be laid aside,

provided only that the doctrine which he found in Scripture,

were faithfully maintained.

But this is not all which is contained on the subject in the same

chapter of Calvin's Institutes. He repeats the remark of Augus-

tine, that the word persons " was extorted by necessity on account

of the poverty of language on so great a subject ; not for the

sake of expressing what God is, but to avoid passing it over in

total silence, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three."

He speaks of the moderation of Augustine and Hilary, and says,

it should teach us not to pass such severe censures on those who

are unwilling to subscribe to expressions adopted by us,— provided

they are not actuated by pride, perverseness, or disingenuousness.

But, on the other hand, let us consider, he says, " the great ne-

cessity which constrains us to use such language, that by degrees

they," that is, the persons just alluded to, " may at length be

accustomed to a useful phx-aseology. Let them learn to beware,

since we have to oppose the Arians on one side, and the Sabel-

lians on the other, lest, by being offended that both these parties

are deprived of all opportunity of evasion, they cause some sus-

picion, that they are themselves the disciples either of Arians, or

of Sabellians. Arius confesses, that Christ is God ; but main-

tains that he was created and had a beginning. He acknowledges

that Christ is one mih the Father, but whispers in the ears of his

disciples, that he is united to him like the rest of the faithful,

though by a singular privilege. Say, that he is coyisubstantial,

and you tear off the mask from him ; and yet you add nothing

to the Scriptures. Sabellius asserts that the names, Father, Son,

and Spirit, are expressive of no distinction in the G-odhead. Say,

they are three, and he will exclaim that you are talking of three

Gods. Say, that in the one essence of God there is a Trinity of

Persons, and you will at once express what the Scriptures declare,

and will restrain such frivolous loquacity."— He adds ; that if it

b honestly confessed, that when the Scripture speaks of one
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God, it is to be understood of a unity of substance, and that

when it speaks of three in one essence, it denotes the Persons in

this Trinity,— that if this is honestly confessed, we have no

further concern about words. " But I have found," he says,

" by long and frequent experience, that those who contend per-

tinaciously about words, cherish some latent poison; so that it

were better to provoke their resentment, than to use obscure

language for the sake of obtaining their favorP— " There are,"

he says, "according to the Apostle, three hypostases.—And as

the Latins have expressed the same thing by the word persons, it

is too fastidious and obstinate to contend about so clear a matterJ*^

— Again, he says, that in the discussion of this subject, " the

magnitude of the mystery reminds us, that we ought to proceed

with the utmost reverence and sobriety." He then quotes with

particular approbation, the remark of Gregory Nazianzen :
" I

cannot think of the one, but I am immediately surrounded with

the splendor of the three ; nor can I clearly discover the three,

but I am suddenly carried back to the one." Calvin adds:

" Wherefore let us not imagine such a Trinity of persons, as in-

cludes an idea of separation, or does not immediately recall us to

the unity. The names of Father, Son, and Spirit certainly imply

a real distinction. Lot no one suppose them to be mere epithets

by which God is variously designated from his works ; but it is

a distinction, not a division." The texts which he quotes show,

he says, " that the Son has a property, by which he is distinguish-

ed from the Father ; because the Word had not been with God,

nor had he possessed glory with the Father, unless he had been

distinct from him.— Besides the Father descended not to the

earth, but he who came forth from the Father. The Father

neither died, nor rose again, but he who was sent by the Fa-

ther. Nor did the distinction commence at the incarnation ; but

it is evident that before that period he was the only begotten in

the bosom of the Father, that he possessed his glory with the Fa-

tter before the world was." But Calvin sa^'S, at the close of

the chapter in which he discusses this subject :
" I have not the

least expectation of giving satisfaction to those, who are pleased

with an intemperance of speculation."



LECTURE XXXIII.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY CONSIDERED AS A SUBJECT OF

SPECULATIVE OR PHILOSOPHICAL REASONING.

In this last Lecture on the doctrine of the Father, Son, and Ho-

ly Spirit, I propose, after a partial recapitulation of what has been

advanced in previous Lectures, to close with a condensed examina-

tion of several philosophical theories, and of the statement in the

Assembly's Catechism, respecting the Trinity.

In previous Lectures, I have endeavored very particularly to

set forth and defend the doctrine taught in Scripture respecting

Christ and the Holy Spirit. The Deity and Personality of the

Father are so perfectly evident and so universally believed, that

I have deemed it unnecessary to offer arguments to prove them.

We see then what is the true doctrine of the Sacred Three. The

inspired writers did not give the doctrine the form, which it has

since received in systematic theology. They only furnished the

materials, of wliich the systematic form of the doctrine is com-

posed
;
just as the natural world has furnished the materials, out

of which a system of physical science has been formed.

We learn from the JSTew Testament how the first Christians re-

garded the doctrine of the Trinity ; how it was wrought into their

devotions, and how it influenced their life. Whom did they

worship ? They worshipped Jehovah, the Supreme, eternal God.

The worship of any other being they considered to be idolatry,

which, in their view, was stamped with the highest criminahty.

Thus they held the doctrine of the divine unity ; although they

never expressed it in general, abstract terms. They believed

3T*
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the Father to be God, and worshipped him accordingly. But

the}'- did not beheve the Father to be God exclusively of Christ,

the Son. To him, as well as to the Father, they familiarly di-

rected their prayers. In him they trusted. To him they as-

cribed divine perfections. They called him God ; and all their

conduct as Christians showed, that in their hearts they regarded

him as God. We see too that they considered the Holy Spirit to

be the Author of all saving knowledge anc} all holiness ; that they

united him with the Father and the Son in Baptism and in the

benediction ; and of course that they believed him to be a Di-

vine Person. To the apostles these were obvious and practical

truths. There is no room for us to suppose that they ever ques-

tioned the Godhead of Christ, any more than that of the Father.

They speak of him as " God over all," " the true God and eter-

nal life." We should certainly infer from their language, that

they as fully believed in the divinity of Christ, as in his humani-

ty. And how unhesitatingly do they represent the Holy Spirit

as the Inspirer of God's servants, as the Illuminator and Puri-

fier of the mind, and the Author of spiritual good. But there is

no reason to think that they ever inquired after a pJiilosophical

ground of the doctrine of the Divine Three, or that they ever

agitated the question, hoiv God could be Three, and yet One.

They never so much as hint at any philosophical considerations,

which could help to reconcile Trinity with Unity. The doctrine,

though plainly revealed, was deep and unsearchable, far beyond

the province of human intelhgence. It was a doctrine not to be

comprehended, but to be believed; not to ehcit the powers of

speculative reason, but to sway the affections of the heart. The

existing philosophy both of Jews and Greeks, was condemned by

the apostles as false.

The doctrine of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as set forth in the

writings of the apostles, arid as exemplified in their practice and in

the practice of those to whom they preached and wrote, was a doc-

trine of surpassing importance, and produced an abundance of

precious fruits. The first Christians had no creed respecting the

Trinity, except what was written in their Scriptures, and in their
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hearts. At tlie commencement of the new dispensation, there was

no such occasion, as has since arisen, for presentmg this or any other

doctrine in a general outhne, or for reducing it to a systematic form.

And if you ask, why a regular, scientific system of rehgious doc-

trines Avas not as necessary for Christians in the fii-st century, as it is

now ; I .iiswer by asking, why a regular, scientific system of hor-

ticulture or astronomy was not as necessary for our first parents in

Eden, as it is for mankind at the present day. The fact is, that the

apostles and primitive Christians were engrossed with the momen-

tous concerns of the new dispensation. They were so occupied with

their own spiritual interests, and with the work of spreading the gos-

pel and promoting the salvation of the world, that they had no time

and no occasion to systematize their principles, or to express them

in abstract or philosophical terms. They never spoke, so far as

appears, of Trinity in unity, or of the divine essence in three per-

sons, or of three persons subsisting in the G-odhead. The state-

ments of Scripture, in all their simplicity and fulness, satisfied the

first beUevers. To them the Lord Jesus Christ was the chief cor-

ner stone, the centre of the gospel scheme. He was God with us,

the Word made flesh, living and dying and rising again, redeem-

ing the world by his blood, reigning over all, our Lord and our

God, the all in all. These statements of Scripture were easy to

be understood, though infinitely sublime. Christians could grasp

them, and hold them fast. Here they found no stumbling-block

and no perplexity. They saw in the clear light of Scripture, that

the Father, possessed of eternal power and Godhead, the Creator,

the Supreme Lawgiver and Ruler, sent his only begotten Son into

the world, that we might have eternal life through his blood. The

doctrine of the Father and the Son, seems to have been to the apos-

tles free from all obscurity. From the manner in which they speak,

we should judge that the doctrine was very intelligible, and suited

to the capacity of the weakest believer. And equally plain was the

Scriptural exhibition of the Holy Spirit. He was sent to be with

the disciples m Christ's stead ; to enlighten and guide them ; to aid

them in duty ; to comfort them in affliction, and to intercede for them

with groanings which could not be uttered. These teachings of
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Scripture were all free from perplexity ; and they plainly show how,

in later times, the doctrine of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit should

be set forth in common disco\u-se,for spiritual and practical purposes.

Now genuine, original Christianity, in the very form here de-

scribed, free from distortion and from human additions, might have

been continued from one happy century to another, attended with

all its precious fruits, had Christians hved in simpHcity and godly

sincerity, in mutual love, in humility, in holy dihgence and fervent

prayer ; and had there been no occasion to defend the truth against

the attacks of infidels and heretics. But even during the age of

the apostles, pernicioas errors began to creep in, and were after-

wards propagated with astonishing boldness and subtilty, and with

alarming success. And some who sustained the office of Christian

ministers, not content with the purity and simplicity of the gospel

and corrupted with false philosophy, labored to introduce innovar

tions, and to re-model the rehgion of Christ. The doctrine of the

Trinity in particular was turned mto a subject of philosophical in-

vestigation ; and speculative theologians, one after another, strove

by human reasoning to reconcile Trinity with Unity. Schemes

were advanced, which deformed and subverted the doctrine of

revelation. Controversy ensued. Those who adhered to the gos-

pel doctrine, felt themselves called upon to confute error, and to

contend for the faith once delivered to the saints. But even

among those who professed to be on the side of orthodoxy, differ-

ences arose. These differences occasioned warm debate ; and

there was long and violent conflict. Some held the doctrine of

revelation to be, that Christ, the Logos, was merely like God the

Father. Others, better informed, saw that this was only a part of

the truth, and therefore affirmed, that Christ was not only like

God, but was of the same nature or substance. It was earnestly

debated whether Christ was ofioiovaiog, like the Father, as the

Arians held, or ofioovatog, of the same nature with the Father, as

was held by the other party. And it has been in opposition to

Arianism, that Trinitarians have constantly asserted in their creeds,

that the Son is the same in substance or essence with the Father.

When SabeUians, in their attempts to bring the doctrme of the
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Trinity to square more easily with human reason and experience,

advanced the dogma, that the Father, Son, and Spirit are only three

modes of divine exhibition, or divine action— three ways in which

one and the same divine person manifests himself, like three offices

which the same man may sustain ; Trinitarians, intending to main-

tain the Scripture doctrine in opposition to this error, affirmed, that

the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, are three hyTpostusies, or persons.

And this personal distinction is still asserted in our Confessions of

Faith, in opposition to the Sabellian scheme. Again, in opposition

to tri-theism, or the notion of three Gods, it was maintained by the

Orthodox, that the three persons exist in one God; and in opposi-

tion to those who maintained the inferiority of the Son and Spirit,

it was asserted that the three persons are equal in power and

glory. When philosophy was employed as an instrument in op-

position to the doctrine of the Trinity, its friends strenuously at-

tempted to defend it by the same instrument. They thought they

could subserve the cause of Christ by philosophical arguments,

and by attempting to find a philosophical basis for the Scripture

doctrine ; and in their attempts to find such a basis, and to show,

on common philosophical principles, the consistency of Trinity with

Unity, they gave free scope to a fruitful and discursive imagina-

tion, as well as to a proud speculative reason.

While I refer to these facts in the history of the doctrine, I do

not undertake to determine how far Trinitarians have actually

served the cause of truth by attempting to illustrate and defend

the doctrine by such means. It is however a serious question,

whether this and various other doctrines come properly within the

sphere of our philosophy, and whether our reason can do anything

better in regard to them, than to sit humbly at the feet of the in-

spired teachers, and to hear and understand their instruction. But

it is, I suppose, too late to agitate this question. Philosophy, in

large measures, has been introduced into the statement and discus-

sion of the subject. One philosophical basis for the doctrine of

the Trinity after another, one metaphysical theory after another

has been brought forward by learned divines. And it seems to

devolve upon us at the present day, in prosecuting the study of
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theology in connection with ecclesiastical history, to examine what

has been done at different periods of the Christian era, and, after

due examination, to reject the false and useless, and hold fast that

which is good.

But if we are to engage in such an examination, what is to be

our standard ? How shall we test the truth of any philosophical

statement which is made of the docti-ine under consideration ? On
what condition shall we receive or reject any theory respecting it ?

The reply is obvious. The test, by which we must determine the

truth or falsehood of any statement of this doctrine, or any theory

respecting it, is the word of God. If the statement or theory

proposed plainly corresponds with holy writ, we are to receive it

as truth. If it does not correspond with holy writ, or if, in order

to maintain it, we find it necessary to give an unnatural and forced

construction to those texts which relate to it, we certainly cannot

receive it.

There is indeed, not unfrequently, a difficulty in applying this

test. If the theory is presented in abstract, metaphysical terms,

it may be impracticable to bring it into a clear comparison with the

language of Scripture, which is generally simple and plain, and adapt-

ed to the common understanding. Here the very fact, that the

theory proposed is so abstruse, and so manifestly different from the

Scripture rejaresentation, is itself sufficient to excite some suspicion

of its soundness, and is a reason why we should be slow to receive

it. Not however to insist upon this ; we must, in every such

case, apply our intellectual powers to the subject with all possible

earnestness and patience, in order to find out the real meaning of

the language in which the metaphysical theory is brought before

us, and then inquire whether this meaning corresponds with the ob-

vious sense of Scripture.

The Socinian, or as it is now called, the Unitarian scheme, as

commonly held, is free from all abstruseness. The terms used to

express it are very plain. Hence we find it easy to test its truth

by the word of God. Unitarianism teaches that Christ is man,

and man only. Scripture teaches that he is not only man, but

God, ascribing to him all the characteristics of Divinity. There
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is then a palpable repugnancy between the Socinlan scheme, and

the word of God. The same is true in regard to the Arian

scheme. We have seen that it is founded on a small part of

Scripture, and that it overlooks all those passages which ascribe

the highest perfections and honors to Christ. What is commonly

called the Sabellian scheme may be stated thus: God is one

Being, and one Person only, who exhibits himself to us in three

ways, or under three aspects. As Creator and Preserver, he is

the Father. As Redeemer, God incarnate, he is the Son. As

the agent in accomplishing divine works, particularly the work of

illumination and sanctification, he is the Holy Ghost. According

to this last scheme, the Trinity is only three different modes of

divine manifestation,— three different offices which God sustains,

— or three ways in which he acts. Whether called Sabellianism

or Swedenborgianism, the scheme denies the personal distinction

which the Scripture so clearly marks between the Father, the

Son, and the Holy Spirit. It does indeed maintain the divine

Unity, and so far is true. But the application of the Scripture

test quickly shows it to be, in other respects, essentially defective

and erroneous. For any one who carefully searches the word of

God must see, that all which is essential to constitute personality

belongs to the Son, as really as to the Father, and to the Holy

Spirit as really as to the Son, and to each of the three, as really,

though not in all respects in the same sense, as to Peter, James,

and John. The Father loves the Son, speaks to him, sets him

apart to be the Saviour, and the Judge of the world, as really as

he loves Paul, appoints him to be an apostle, and gives him suc-

cess in his work. And the Son loves and obeys the Father, prays

to him, seeks his honor, submits to his will, and receives favors

from him, as Paul or John does, only in a far higher degree. If

there is clear evidence that Paul or John is a person distinct from

God, there is clear evidence also that Christ is a person distinct

from the Father. Thus the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit have,

each, the marks of divine personality, while there is only one

God. This is the doctrine of Scripture. Sabelhanism cannot

abide the test. It is not true, because it does not correspond



444 DIVINITY.

with Scripture. Only make a fair attempt to read the word of

•God so as to bring out the Sabellian or Swedenborgian scheme,

and you will find you have undertaken a hard task, and that there

is an invincible repugnancy between the one and the other.

When Jesus spoke and the apostles wrote respecting the relation

and intercourse between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, they

could not possibly have had a conception in their minds like that

of the Sabelhans. Their scheme has been adopted, not because

it is taught in Scripture, but for the purpose of avoiding the diflS-

culty of seeing how the doctrine of three Divine Persons can be

reconciled with the Divine Unity.

But Sabellianism can no more plead exemption from difficulties,

than the Trinitarian theory. The scheme of Sabellians implies,

that God, existing by himself eternally and absolutely, is the

Father ; that God incarnate, God the Redeemer, is the Son ; and

that God putting forth his agency in applying redemption, is the

Soly Spirit. Now if this scheme be true, then before the incar-

nation, there was no Son of God ; and after the incarnation, there

was no Father ; for God no longer existed by himself, absolutely,

but was incarnate ; and this incarnate God, who was the Son was

the only God. He existed no longer as Father. What then is it

for Christ to pray to the Father ? It is God incarnate praying to

God not incarnate. But God not incarnate no longer exists, and

there is no longer any Father of Christ ; for the Father joined

with humanity constitutes the Son. Do you say, humanity prayed

to the indwelling Deity ? But according to SabelUanism, the

humanity is a mere body. The body of Christ, then, prayed to

the Deity inhabiting that body. But how could the body pray ?

And what did Jesus mean when he said, I go to the Father ?

Jesus was himself the Father incarnate. We have then, it would

seem, one part of the Father incarnate praying to the other part,

and going to the other part. Now what but a person can pray ?

And to what but a person can any one pray ? The body then

must be an intelligent person ; the Deity inhabiting the body must

be a person ; and so in Christ, the Son, constituted of Deity and

humanity united, there are two persons, the personal Deity, and

the personal human body.
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But I need not argiie the matter further. Just take the Sabel-

lian or Swcdenborgian scheme with you, while jou read the New
Testament, and observe the manner in which Christ speaks of

himself, and to his disciples, and to his Father, and how the

Father speaks to him, and how his disciples address him, and you

cannot but see, that the great aim of those who advocate the

scheme is, not to fall in with the teachings of Scripture, but to

find out a way in which they can hold a favorite theory, notwith-

standing its glaring disagreement with the word of God.

Many have been the attempts of philosoj)hizing Trinitarians,

whose speculations have been more or less influenced by the

writings of the Platonic School, to invent a philosophical or

metaphysical theory of Trinity in unity. Several of the early

Christian Fathers found that Plato held to a certain kind of Triad

in God ; and then, preferring the obscurity of heathen philosophy

to the clear light of revelation, endeavored to shape the instruc-

tions of Scripture according to the doctrines of Plato. And
many divanes of a philosophical cast have, in later ages, repeated

the same efforts. It is not my design to give you a particular

liistory of the various theories invented by Trinitarians before and

since the Reformation. But I insist upon it as of essential impor-

tance, that every theory, whether ancient or modern, and whether

expressed in common or in philosophical language, should be

brought directly to our infallible test, and should be received or

rejected, as it is supported or not by the inspired writers.

Look now at some of these theories. Melanchthon explained

the doctrine of the Logos in some such manner as this. God
from his infinite understanding, produced thought, and to this

thought, which bore his image, he imparted personality, and this

is his Son, the Logos. Augustine undertakes to illustrate the

doctrine of the Trinity from the three faculties of the mind, mem-

ory, understanding, and will. Now it is exceedingly plain, that

such speculations as these were not derived from Scripture, and

can never be made to harmonize with it. Had the inspired

writers entertained these conceptions, they certainly could not

have expressed themselves as they did. Who needs to be told,

VOL. I. 38
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that the powers or acts of the mind are not persons, and that to

attribute to them, hterally, the relations and quahties of persons,

would be absurd. But passing by this absurdity ; if you say with

Melanchthon that one of God's thoughts may be a person, why

not another ? And why may there not be as many persons as

there are thoughts in the divine mind ? Doubtless God can cre-

ate or produce as many persons as he pleases, in conformity with

his thoughts or designs. But his thoughts are not persons. And
the persons that God causes to exist, instead of being powers

or acts within his own mind, are all extraneous, unless Panthe-

ism should prove to be true, and all things which exist be found

to be parts of God.

I add the following specimens of metaphysical theorizing on

the subject of the Trinity, selected from Dick's Theology.

Dr. Chauncey, treating of the doctrine of the Trinity, proposes

this question :
" How may this great mystery be a little illustra-

ted to our understandings ?"—And he gives the following answer:

" The first Being, living a most perfect life of fruition in com-

munion, and being but one infinitely pure act, doth most trans-

cendentally comprehend and conceive himself, beholding his own

most glorious image by his infinite understanding, reflecting on

himself as the chiefest good, which he enjoys in the highest mutu-

al love and delight." " This" says Dick, " I confess is not very

intelligible;" but Chauncey goes on:— "God, rejecting upon

and conceiving himself, is God in the person of the Father

:

God conceived as his own most glorious image, is God in the per-

son of the Son ; God, enjoying himself as his own chiefest good

in relation of Father and Son, with inefiable love and delight, is

the third person, the Holy Ghosts " I presume," says Dick,

" that no man will be made wiser by this pretended explanation,

which tends rather to confound us, and to make us think that if

this is really the Trinity of the Scriptures, it amounts to nothing.

Such is the fate of attempts to go beyond our limits, and to in-

trude into things which we have not seen. We are either ut-

terly lost, or amused with words in the room of ideas ; or we are

involved in obscurity and heresy."
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Dr. Horsley, -wlio in learning and talent had few equals, has

pursued this same method of theorizing, as we see from the manner

in which he states the sentiments of Athenagoras :— " The Logos

hath existed from eternity in union with the Father ;
' because

God, being eternally rational, ever had the Logos in himself.'

The sense is, that the personal subsistence of a Divine Logos is

implied in the very idea of a God. And the argument rests on a

principle which was common to all the Platonic fathers, and seems

to befounded in Scripture, that the existence of the Son flows

necessarily from the Divine Intellect exerted on itself,— from the

Father's contemplation of his own perfections. But as the Father

ever was, his perfections have ever been, and his intellect hath

been ever active. But perfections which have ever been, the

ever active Intellect must ever have contemplated ; and the con-

templation which hath ever been, must ever have been accompar

nied with its just effect, the personal existence of the Son.''^ Dick

says, " This fanciful theory, for it deserves no better name, has

found patrons and advocates among Protestants and Papists."

" Bishop Bull, in his learned work, entitled Defensio Fidei Ni-

cenae, supports by the authority of the Fathers, the following

propositions :
' First, the Catholic doctors have approved the

doctrine of the council of Nice, that the Son is God of God

;

that is, that the Son has the same divine nature with the Father,

but communicated by the Father ; so that the Father alone has

the divine nature from himself, or from no other ; but the Son

from the Father ; and that therefore the Father is the fountain,

origin, and principle of the Divinity, which is the Son." '
" But,"

adds Dick, " although these views are recommended by the au-

thority of the Fathers, and have been very generally adopted by

modem divines, I cannot bring myself to agree with them." And

in another place, after admitting the eternal generation or Son-

ship of Christ, he says distinctly :
" I cannot assent to the common

opinion, that the generation of the Son consisted in the communi-

cation of the Divine essence and perfection to him."

Among all the theories of Trinity which a mystical or visionary

philosophy has invented, no one, I think, can be found which truly
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agrees with the word of God. And if, without any knowledge

of the Bible, anj man should be acquainted with the best of

these theories, and should receive it as the true doctrine of the

Trinity ; and after this should attend to the representations of

the New Testament respecting the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit

;

how would he be startled at the dissonance between these repre-

sentations and the theory he had embraced ! Philosophy, ven-

turing to pass beyond its province into the region of speculation

or conjecture, may teach, as it has done, that the divine nature,

considered as eternally generating the image or idea of itself, is

the Father ; and considered as existing in the eternal idea or

image of itself, is the Logos, the Son. But when we turn from

this abstruse, metaphysical theory to the Word of God, how are

we struck with the manifest incompatibihty ! How diflFerent are

the teachings of holy writ ! How simple ! How easy to be un-

derstood ! The Father, the Lord of heaven and earth, sent his

beloved Son to save a lost world. The Son, whom all in heaven

adored, took upon him the form of a servant, and after a life of

holy beneficence, died for our sins, and rose again, and reigns on

high
;

gives eternal life to believers, and is the judge of all.

This Saviour possesses the attributes of the Godhead, and is to

be honored even as the Father. Here all is plain, all is per-

sonal, and all is addressed to our understanding and our moral

feelings. This plain teaching of Scripture is suited to be the

matter of an undoubting, practical faith, of a fervent devotion,

and of pure, elevated joy. But how abstruse, how fanciful and

dry, and how foreign to common sense and to all our unperverted

feelings, is every merely philosophical speculation

!

If we undertake to account philosophically for the fact, that God

exists in three persons, it may perhaps be natural for us, destitute

as we are of knowledge, to indulge as others have done, in conjec-

tures, such as these ; that God, existing in an absolute, sohtary

oneness, could not enjoy the highest blessedness ; that he must

have one who will be the object of his perfect love, and with whom

he can enjoy the happiness of divine fellowship ; and in order that

this fellowship may afford the highest degree of happiness, that the



TRINITY. 449

being or person with ^vliom he associates, must possess consummate

perfection, and that God has therefore exerted his omnipotence to

give existence to such a being,— one who possesses all his own

attributes, and is, like himself, infinitely perfect. And this being

or person is God's onlj begotten Son.

Now every such supposition involves insurmountable diflficulties.

It implies that God did once exist in one person ; that he was once

without a Son. And if the Son exists in the divine mind, or be-

longs to the Godhead, the supposition implies that there has been

a change in God,— that whereas he did exist in one person, he

now exists in two (or three) persons. Wlio can reconcile such a

change in God with the immutability of his nature ? And if it is

said, that the change took place from eternity ; I reply, that the

two parts of the proposition are utterly incompatible. If God
eternally existed in a plurality of persons,— if he eternally had a

Son ; then there was no occasion for him to wish for a Son, and to

put forth a volition or an act of power to give him birth, and of

course no occasion for a change ;— if indeed there could be a

change in what is unchangeable ! Besides, the supposition that

God's existing in a plurality of persons, or having a Son, was a

matter of choice, and that he voluntarily produced the Son, or

caused him to exist, would imply that God was not absolutely per-

fect in his first state— the state from which he changed, and that

he preferred another state, that is, to exist in a plurahty of persons.

And, if you say, the thing took place, not in time, but in eternity,

— it makes no difference. If the change in God was eternal, it

was still a change ; and a change in himself;— that is, producing

a second person or giving existence to a Son within his own God-

head. This certainly implies, that God, instead of being the same

yesterday, to-day, and forever, was essentially mutable. It is, I

must think, totally inconsistent and self-contradictory to say, that

God etenmUy produced a Son, or eternally impartediJersonality to

him, or that he eternally caused anything to take place, or any-

thing to be which before was not, either in himself, or out of him-

self. For to say, that he produced such a being or caused such a

change is the same as to say, that it was not eternal. For clearly,

38*
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whatever is eternal is unproduced, underived, uncaused, self-exist-

ent. Being produced, derived, or caused, properly speaking, be-

longs only to what exists in time, or what begins to exist. This

every one must see to be true in regard to things which are extra-

neous to the divine mind. They are things created by God, whose

existence begins in time, and will always be measured by time.

And why does not the same conclusion hold respecting anything

produced or caused within the Godhead ?— if such a thing could

be. It must have a beginning, and must exist in time. If any-

thing is eternal, whether in the divine mind, or out of it, that thing

could not be produced or derived. If there was eternally a second

person in the Godhead, that person could not be literally the Son

of Gfod, the only begotten of the Father. These expressions of Scrip-

ture cannot mean, that Christ's eternal existence, or his divine per-

fection, was derived or imparted from the Father. But the sacred

writers may designate Christ, as the Son of God, the only begotten

of the Father, to denote his being partaker of the divine nature,

and the near relation he eternally sustained to the Father, a rela-

tion attended with the highest mutual aflfection and blessedness,

and showing itself most clearly in the work of redemption.

Some writers have undertaken to prove, that there was, anterior

to any revelation of the doctrine, a probability of a plurality of

persons in the Godhead. They doubtless mean, that there would

be such a probability in our view, or that such a plurality seems to

us to be probable. But in what way can we form any conclusion

on this subject ? We have already received from revelation the

idea of a divine Trinity. And this idea is wrought into all our

habits of mind. How can we divest ourselves of this idea, so as

to know what our judgment would be without it ? Some obscure

traces of a Trinity are indeed found among those who were not

enlightened by revelation. But their Trinity was exceedingly dis-

similar to the Christian doctrine. Plato's Trinity is often men-

tioned. But what was his Trinity or Triad ? It was a metaphy-

sical abstraction, taken from the powers and operations of the

human mind, and applied to the divine mind ; and it was as distant

from the Trinity of Scripture, as the east is from the west. And
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it is true moreover, that for aught we know, that dim, imperfect

conception of a Trinity which Plato and others had, may have been

indirectly derived from revelation. So that we cannot determine

that they would ever have reached even that obscure, shadowy

notion which they expressed, had they been left to the workings

of unassisted reason.

Thanks be unto God, that we are illuminated by a clear light

from heaven. That peculiarity in the mode of the divine exist-

ence, which we call Trinity, began to be indicated by the inspired

writers under the former dispensation. The plural nouns and

pronouns, and other modes of speech apphed to God in the Old

Testament, were evidently adapted to suggest the idea of a plu-

rality. And it is certain, that the character and work of Christ

the Saviour, as a divine Person, were often and very intelligibly

predicted, so that the conception of the Messiah, as a divine

Person, was not new to the Jewish mind at the time of his advent.

His exalted and divine character, as the Son of God, was really

apprehended by the apostles while he was with them, though far

less clearly than afterwards ; and it was not unknown to the unbe-

lieving Jews ; for it is very apparent that they were led by their

Sacred Books, to ascribe the attributes of divinity to the Messiah,

and to consider any mere man, who assumed to be the Messiah,

as guilty of making himself God. The doctrine of the Holy

Spirit was also suggested in the Jewish Scriptures, though less

clearly, than the doctrine of the Messiah. His peculiar work in

inspiring the Prophets and sanctifying the people of God, was not

only experienced, but repeatedly declared. But when we come

to the Christian revelation, we find that, while the doctrine itself

has unfathomable depths, its truth, and its practical uses to our

fallen race, are made clear and certam. The New Testament is

preeminently the source of our knowledge respecting the Father,

Son, and Holy Spirit ; and it is the standard by which to judge

of every form given to the doctrine in creeds and theological

systems.

Take now the form of the doctrine before us, in the Assembly's

Catechism, which agrees with the Confessions of Faith generally
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adopted by the Orthodox. " There are three persons in the God-

head, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost ; and these three

are one God, the same in substance, equal in power and glory."

To this plain statement apply the test. The Scriptures frequently

speak of these three, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. But do

they represent them to be three persons ? That the Father is a

person no one but a pantheist doubts. And what can be more

evident than the personality of the Son ? We have before seen,

that the representations made of him in the Old Testament and

the New, clearly show it. If Jesus Christ is not a distinct

person, the four Gospels and the Epistles are fictions. The

Scripture evidence of the personality of the Holy Spirit, though

not so abundant as that of the personality of Christ, is yet, as we

have already seen, perfectly satisfactory. So far then the article

in the Catechism is conformed to the Scripture standard. It only

expresses in other language what the word of God plainly teaches,

that is, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three persons.

The Catechism moreover declares, that " these three are one

Crody This guards against Tri-theism. Now the doctrine of the

unity of God is often and emphatically affirmed in Scripture, and

acknowledged by all Christians.—The Catechism further declares

that the three are "the same in substance." Substance is a meta-

physical term, originally introduced into the Trinitarian creed, and

still employed, to confront Arianism. The meaning is, that they

are of the same nature, truly divine, partakers of the Godhead.

Again ; they are " equal in power and glory." This is opposed

to the doctrine, that the Son and Spirit are not only subordinate

to the Father in office, or in the order of operation, but inferior in

their nature. The article asserts, that they are equally possessed

of divine perfection, and equally worthy of supreme honor. And

this we have seen to be a doctrine of Scripture.

Our formula then bears the test. It is conformed to the infal-

lible standard of Christian doctrine. It sets forth in a brief and

comprehensive proposition, what is plainly taught in the word of

God.

We are aware that, when we use this formula and assert that
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tliree persons are one God, objectors will allege, that we affirm

•what is self-contradictory and absurd, and of course incredible.

To this I repeat the reply, which has often been made and never

invahdated, that it is no contradiction to say, God is three in one

respect, and one in another respect. You need not to be informed

how many things have a perfect unity in one point of view, which

in another point of view have a plurality. And if one who

deserves our cordial confidence, barely asserts, without any ex-

planation, that a particular thing is three and one, we at once

believe the truth of his assertion, feeling assured, that the Trinity

and the unity belong to it in different respects, though we know

not exactly what those different respects are, or Jww the two views

can be clearly and satisfactorily reconciled.

But the objectors may allege, that our formula undertakes to

explain in what respect God is three, and in ivhat respect he is

one— three as to persons and one as to essence ; and that this pre-

tended explanation occasions the greatest difficulty attending the

subject.

Now although the current language of Scripture so clearly

impUes a plurality of divine persons, we are manifestly unable

fully to understand the difference between person, and being or

essence. It is easy for us to conceive, that there is a difference,

but not to conceive exactly what the difference is. We cannot

look into the subject and discern so clearly what the Trinity and

the Unity are, and what is their relation to each other, as to be

able, by our own inteUigence, to make out the consistency between

a Trinity of persons and Unity of essence. And thus after aU

there is much room left for implicit faith. But this is no reason

why either the Trinity or the Unity should be denied. How
many things do we hold as truths, which are in some respects

utterly inscrutable, and which we know not how to reconcile with

each other ! And why should we think this strange, when we

consider how small our capacity is, and how imperfect and scanty

our knowledge.

But I must add, that a denial of the doctrine of the Trinity

would involve a greater difficulty, than beheving it. If Jesus
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Christ is not a distinct person, then why have those writers who

were infalHblj guided by the divine Spirit, uniformly represented

him to be a distinct person, just as they have represented Moses or

David to be ? Why have they spoken of him in such a manner,

that we cannot question his personahty without doing discredit to

their honesty ? And if he is not truly God, why have they called

him God, and worshipped him as God, and ascribed to him all the

characteristics of Divinity ?

Say not, that you will be content with the simple language

of the Bible, exclusively of all human interpretations. For there

are in fact many diflferent and opposite interpretations ; and, in

these circumstances, your saying that you receive the state-

ments of the doctrine before us in the simple words of Scripture,

does not make known your faith ; and, if you would be honest

and faithful, you must declare which of the different interpreta-

tions of Scripture you adopt. You must say whether you believe

Christ to be a mere man, or a mere attribute of God, or a partic-

ular mode of divine manifestation, or a super-angeHc being, or a

divine person. You cannot, consistently with Christian integrity,

take advantage of existing circumstances and conceal your real

belief, by professing to receive the unexplained language of

Scripture. If you do truly believe what the word of God teach-

es, why should you not express your belief intelligibly ? And

how can you do this better, than in the form which has so long

been approved by the Orthodox ? If we should at this day go

about to frame an article which should stand in manifest opposi-

tion to the various forms of error, and set forth clearly and fully

what we hold to be the Scripture doctrine ; I doubt whether we

could frame one, which would answer our purpose better, than

that already prepared for us.

But suppose we should discard all human forms, and pertina-

ciously adhere to the words of Scripture, exclusively of all attempts

at explanation. Some Deist, who believes in one God, might

come forward with objections against the representations of the

New Testament, as hard to be obviated, as those which are urged

against the common creed. You beUeve in one God, he might
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say ; but the Bible, which you hold to be inspired, teaches that

Christ the Son of God, is also Crod, Grod over all, and the object

of religious worship to his followers. Do you then worship two

Gods ? Here we should meet Avith as great difficulty, yea, with

the same difficulty in defending the language of Scripture, as in

defending the article of the Orthodox creed. And how can it

be otherwise, if, as we believe, that article expresses the true

sense of Scripture ? Hence we conclude that the difficulty,

whatever it may be, attends the doctrine itself, not the particular

form in which it is presented before us. What then should we

gain by giving up the Orthodox formula, and restricting ourselves

to the exact words of Scripture ? How would this either exempt

us from the difficulty, or diminish its force ? And how much

soever we may be disposed to dwell upon the evils which may be

occasioned by the use of creeds ; time and experience would

soon couA-ince us, that we must have a formula which will make

known clearly and in a guarded manner what we believe to be

the true doctrine of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit ;— that

we must have a confession of faith. If others should agree with

us, we should have a common creed. So it is at length with the

Congregationalists in Great Britain. They have disliked the use

often made of Confessions of Faith. But as circumstances are,

they have felt themselves bound in duty to make, in a series of

articles, a public declaration of the opinions in which they are

agreed. So that after all, they have a common creed ; and this

creed is a bond of union among them, and a means of securing

the esteem and confidence of Christians in other countries.

Without such a declaration of their faith, how could we know

whether they receive what we regard as gospel truth, or whether

they are corrupted with Pelagian or Socinian errors ? Their mere-

ly professing to adhere to the Scriptures would not satisfy us.

It is thought by not a few, that the doctrine of the Trinity is

of no practical consequence. I can hardly account for it, that

so great a mistake should be made. For it follows from the

very nature of the doctrine that, if cordially believed, it cannot

fail to exert a most important influence upon us in respect to every
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part of Christian duty. Our affections, our worship, and all our

religious exercises must ordinarily be conformed to the views we

entertain, and the objects we contemplate. Consider then how

great the difference between the views of those who believe the

common doctrine of the Trinity, and those who reject it. Trini-

tarians regard the Son and the Holy Spirit as distinct persons,

possessed of di\ine perfection and worthy of the highest religioufe

homage. The apprehensions of the anti-trinitarian are far inferi-

or ; and to these inferior apprehensions, all that is moral and re-

ligious in his exercises will of course be conformed. In his prac-

tical faith, in his prayers, and in his rehgious life, he must be at a

great remove from Trinitarians. If they are right, he is guilty

of withholding from the Saviour and Sanctifier the honor which

is their due. If he is right, they are guilty of idolatry.

But it is not only from the nature of the case, but from careful

observation of facts, that we learn the practical importance of

the doctrine. The following remarks of Luther are as applicable

to the present day, as to the time when he hved. Speaking of

the connection of the whole of Christianity with the doctrine of

the Trinity, particularly with the doctrine of Christ's person, he

says : "I have remarked in all the histories of Christendom,

that all those who have rightly held that article about Jesus

Christ, have remained good and true in the right Christian faith

;

and though they may have erred and smned in other things,

yet they have held out to the last. For whoever stands right

and firm in this, that Jesus Christ is true God and man, that he

died for us and is risen, will agree to and stand by all the other

articles. Thus it is most true, as St. Paul says, that Christ is

the chief good, the ground, and soil, and the whole sum,— to

whom and under whom all the rest is gathered together ; for thus

it is determined, says St. Paul, that in Jesus Christ the whole

perfect divinity shall dwell bodily or personally. Hence he who

does not find God in Christ shall never more, and nowhere, be

able to find him out of Christ, though he go above heaven, under

hell, and beyond the world ; for here mil I dwell, says God, in

this man, born of Mary the Virgin, etc." Again, he says, " I
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have also remarked, that all error, heresies, idolatry, scandals,

abuses and evils in the churches, have come originally from this,

that this article about faith in Jesus Christ has been despised or

lost. And when one looks at them in the light, and rightly,

he sees that all heresies fight against this dear article about

Jesus Christ."

I cannot impress it too deeply upon your minds, that those

Christians Avho are of a philosophical cast, and who indulge them-

selves in metaphysical speculations respecting the Trinity, are

specially exposed to doubts and difficulties, and are the most

likely in the end to err from the truth. Free inquiry is indis-

pensable to progress in knowledge. But let it never be forgotten,

that after we have become fully persuaded of the divine inspira-

tion and authority of the Scriptures, our main inquiry is, what

these sacred writings teach. In pursuing this inquiry, we should

scrupulously guard against the influence of prejudice, against love

of honor and fear of reproach, and against undue confidence in

our own understanding. We should habitually keep in mind,

that we need divine guidance, and should frequently, and con-

stantly pray that the Spirit of God would illuminate our dark

minds, and enable us to understand aright the glorious doctrine

of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Those who are clothed

with humility, and have the spirit of prayer, and are heartily

engaged to do the will of God, are seldom troubled with serious

doubts respecting the Trinity. Their fellowship with the Father,

the Son, and the Ploly Ghost, evinces to them practically the cer-

tain truth and the infinite value of the doctrine. Their own expe-

rience makes clear what would otherwise be obscure, and imparts

reahty to what would otherwise be dubious and shadowy. The

Father of lights is present with them, and in his hght they see

light. They perceive that the doctrine is wrought into the whole

texture of the gospel scheme, and is perfectly adapted to their

case as fallen, guilty, polluted, and helpless. To them the doctrine

becomes more and more practical, and more and more precious.

Its unfathomable depths check their pride and self-conceit, and

brings them down to their proper place. Its glories awaken their

VOL. I. 39
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devout adoration, love and joy. Notwithstanding the plausible

arguments, the ridicule and cavils which have been arrayed

against the doctrine, it is perfectly agreeable not only to their de-

vout feelings, but to their sanctified reason. But let it be remem-

bered, that the truth and excellence of this gospel doctrine, its

connection with the plan of redemption, and the rich blessings

•vrhich flow from it, can be effectually learned only by experience.

Finally. Let it be fixed in our minds, that the summary state-

ments of the doctrine of the Trinity, which are found in Theo-

logical systems and Confessions of faith, however important they

may be in other respects, are by no means to be substituted for

the language of Scripture, either in the instructions and prayers

of the sanctuary, or in the contemplations and devotions of Chris-

tians in private. Ministers should ordinarily teach, and believers

should ordinarily converse and pray, and even think, not in the

language of creeds, but in the words of inspiration.



LECTURE XXXIV.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVINE PURPOSES. ITS DESIRABLENESS.

Having in foregoing Lectures laid before you the doctrine of

the Divine existence and the Divine perfections, particularly the

doctrine of Scripture respecting the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Spirit, the one true God ; I deem it proper, in the next place, to

invite your attention to the doctrine of the Divine Purposes.

The doctrine of God's purposes, taken by itself, is remarkably

simple and plain. There is no principle of religion which is more

easily understood, or which is sustained by more clear and satisfac-

tory evidence. How then is it to be accounted for, that the doc-

trine is so frequently thought to be obscure, and to be not only en-

compassed with peculiar difficulties, but exposed to unanswerable

and overwhelming objections ? My answer is, that the obscurities

and difficulties arise, in part at least, from the unnecessary intro-

duction of other matters foreign to the doctrine. Or it may be

more correct to say, that our difficulties arise, not from the doctrine

itself, that God has a purpose, but from our attempts to determine,

beyond our means of information, what his purpose is, and how he

executes it. That God has purposes or designs, is obvious and

intelligible. But to satisfy ourselves in all cases what his purposes

are, how they are related to one another, and how they are accom-

phshed, is a very different thing. We may indeed obtain a satis-

factory knowledge even of these last points, so far as our duty

requires ; and our knowledge in these respects may be continually

increasmg. But a perfect comprehension of the whole extent of

the divine purposes, and of the manner in which they are related

to each other, and in which they are earned into effect, is far be-
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yond the reach of our faculties. And it is evident, that our at-

tempting to know what is unknowable, or to form a judgment on

subjects which lie beyond the sphere of our intelligence, must in-

volve us in numberless difficulties and perplexities. If we would,

as far as possible, avoid these perplexities, and secure the benefits

of a sound faith, we must be content to understand and believe

what is clearly made knoAvn. We must first settle in our minds

the plain and certain truth, that God has purposes or designs, and

that his purposes are perfectly wise and good. After this, we may

endeavor to learn, as far as we can, what his purposes are, always

keeping in mind, that they are all perfectly wise and good, whether

their wisdom or goodness is apparent to us, or not. In those cases

where the wisdom or goodness of his purposes is not apparent, we

are to place implicit confidence in God. We know that he un-

changeably possesses infinite wisdom and goodness. And it is a

just and easy inference, that if he is wise and good, his purposes

must be so too. And if, through the weakness of our Understand-

ing or the disorder of our heart, we are unable to discern directly

the wisdom and goodness of any parts of God's universal plan

;

we have still the satisfaction to know, that there is unbounded wis-

dom and goodness in him who contrived the plan ; and from this

we certainly conclude that there is perfect wisdom and goodness in

every part of his plan, and that we shall see it to be so, when we

obtain adequate knowledge.

Another and very fruitful source of obscurity and perplexity

relative to the doctrine of the divine purposes, is that settled dis-

like of the doctrine, which arises from the pride and selfishness of

the heart. The opposition which men sometimes feel against this

doctrine is so strong and violent, as to render them incapable of

being convinced by the clearest evidence. The most conclusive

arguments drawn from reason and revelation, have no influence

upon them. Their hearts are closed against the truth, and the

light which is in them is turned into darkness. No wonder that

a doctrine so holy, so sublime, and so humbling to man, should oc-

casion perplexity and trouble to those whose inclinations are so

directly opposed to it. But if we bring to the investigation of this
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subject, a humble, docile, and pious disposition, and then pursue

the investigation on just principles ; the obscurity and perplexity

which may have encompassed the subject will subside. The word

and the Spirit of God will guide us into the truth.

For half a century, I have heard and read much, and thought

more, on the subject now in hand. I have been acquainted with

the manner in which it has been treated by its ablest advocates,

and by its most strenuous opposers. And it would be no difficult

task for me to lay before you in detail the common arguments for

and against the Calvinistic doctrine of the divine purposes, which, in

my apprehension, is the doctrine of Scripture. And this might be

deemed the most expedient and useful course for me to pursue.

But on this subject, and on most other subjects, I have thought

another course preferable. The common arguments used by the,

friends and by the opposers of the doctrine, are exhibited in the

various books, particularly the systems of Divinity, to which you

have access. On my part, I have in the use of the means within

my reach, fonned a habit of thinking on the subject, and a manner

of treating it, which are my own. I do not indulge the thought

that, in ability or skill, my manner of thinking and reasoning is

equal to that adopted by some others. But however unequal in

these respects my manner may be to that of others, it is still my
own. And I have supposed that if I could contribute anything to

your improvement, and to the advancement of the cause of truth,

I must do it by an unreserved disclosure of my own mind,— by

telling you just what I think, and how I think—just what conclu-

sions I adopt, and in what way I am led to adopt them. This is

what I shall now do. I shall explain the subject to you, as I do

to myself. I shall argue the case with you, as I have often argued

it with myself. I shall frankly lay open the objections which have

arisen in my own mind, and show you how I have obviated them.

I shall describe the difficulties I have felt, and show you how I

have overcome them. And I will not neglect to present before

you the pleasing aspects of the subject which have occurred to my
own reflections, and the peculiar comforts which the Bible doctrine

seems to me adapted to impart.

39*
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In ordinary cases, I deem it expedient to use the phrase, divine

purposes, instead of divine decrees ; because in our version of the

Scriptures, the sacred writers seldom if ever express the doctrine

under consideration by the word decree, and because they general-

ly use that word in another and very diflferent sense. See 2 Chron.

30: 5. " They published a decree and made proclamation through-

out all Israel— that they should come and keep the Passover at

Jerusalem." The decree was an order or edict from the king and

his princes, commanding a particular act, which act became the

duty of those to whom the decree was published. Ezra 6: 3.

" Cyrus made a decree," and the decree was an order or com-

mand, that the temple at Jerusalem should be rebuilt. In the

same sense, it is used in chap. 7: 21—Artaxerxes made a decree to

his treasurers, to give such assistance to Ezra as he should require.

It is said, Luke 2: 1, that " Cesar Augustus made a decree, that

all the world," that is, all the people in the Roman empire, " should

be taxed." It was an edict, a laiv puhlished, requiring a tax.

The decrees of the apostles, mentioned Acts 16: 4, were the rules

they adopted, or the principles they estabhshed, to regulate the con-

duct of the disciples. In these and other cases, the decree had

the nature of a law, and implied an obligation on the part of those

who received it, to render obedience. But this is far from being

the sense of the word, when used, as it generally is in theological

discourses, to denote the purpose of God. The sacred writers,

when they would set forth the doctrine we are considering, employ

the words, purpose, counsel, will, counsel of his will, choice, and

pleasure. And it seems to me, that by using these words, and

others of similar import, we shall do something towards guarding

our own minds and the minds of others against needless prejudice

and mistake. Although the Assembly of Divines use the phrase,

" decrees of God," to designate the doctrine referred to, they ex-

plain it by the language which I have preferred :
" The decrees of

God are his eternal purpose." The definition given of this doc-

trine by orthodox divines, is somewhat various in form, but it is

substantially the same. The Shorter Catechism has it in this form:

" The decrees of God are his eternal purpose, according to the



DIVINE PURPOSES DESIRABLE. 468

counsel of his own will, whereby for his own glory he hath fore-

ordained whatsoever comes to pass." Dr. Dwight gives it in this

way :
" That all things, both beings and events, exist in exact con-

formity with the purpose or pleasure of God." This implies the

same as the language of the Shorter Catechism ; although it does

not affirm the purpose itself, but only that all things exist in con-

formity with it. It is like this ;
— instead of saying, an architect

has formed an exact design or plan of an edifice, Ave say, he builds

it in conformity with his plan. We presuppose that he has a plan,

and affirm that he adheres to it, and executes it, in the erection of

the edifice. But when Dr. Dwight undertakes to support his doc-

trine, his arguments go to prove that God has actually a purpose,

determination or design, and he says, " what is commonly intend-

ed by the decrees of God, is that eternal and unchangeable choice

or pleasure of the Divine mind, by which all things are brought

into being."

In the discussion of this subject, I shall first endeavor to show,

that the doctrine of the divine purpose, as already explained, is al-

together desirable. And I should be willing to refer this matter at

once to the judgment and feelings of all candid, pious men. Who

among them would not regard it as desirable, that God should de-

termine what the Universe shall be, and should have a plan extend-

ing to all beings and all events ? When a man is about to build a

house, is it not desirable that he should have in his mind a clear

idea of what he is going to do ?— that he should have an exact plan

of all the parts of the building ? Would you, in any case, think

it best, that a man should proceed to the work of building, without

any definite design, as to the size and form of the house which he

is to build ? And if any one should proceed in this way, wovJd

you not say, the proceeding is stamped with folly ? If there is to

be a Universe, the plan of it must in some way be fixed. Some

one must be the contriver, and determine what it shall be. Sup-

pose the question to arise among intelligent and holy beings in

heaven and earth ; whoshall devise the system of the creation ? To

whom shall it be committed to fix the plan of the great work ? No

saint on earth and no angel in heaven would hesitate a moment to
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make the choice, and to say with all the heart,— let the work be

committed to the only wise God. Let all inferior beings stand aside,

and let the King Eternal determine exactly, and in all respects,

what the new creation shall be. With his unerring counsels let no

one interfere. As soon as it is seen, what is the plan which he has

chosen, let all unite in saying, " Even' so, Father, for so it seemed

good in thy sight."— But there is no need of supposing any ques-

tion to arise as to what shall be done. A universe, far beyond the

comprehension of finite understandings, has been formed. Its plan

has been settled. The design of it originated in the infinite mind

of God, and there only. My present position is, that it is altogether

desirable that it should be so. The docti-ine of the divine purposes

— the doctrine that God determined what should be the plan of

the universe, and what should take place in it, is a doctrine which

all good beings would wish to be true.

Possibly the thought may arise in your minds, that the doctrine

is indeed desirable on a certain condition. Well, then, what is the

condition ? The condition, you may say, is obvious. It is evi-

dently desirable that God should fix the plan of the universe, and

determine what shall come to pass, if it is certain, that he will

adopt the best plan— that he will determine all things right. This

I allow, is a reasonable condition. Nor is the doctrine of the di-

vine purposes desirable on any other principle. And unless we

can be sure, that God's determination will in all respects be per-

fectly right, we should not think it best that the plan of the Uni-

verse should lie wholly with him. Let then the question of the

desirableness of the doctrine under consideration be determined

upon this just and reasonable principle.

And here I hold it to be an absolute certainty, that a Being

possessed of infinite perfection, will and must judge and choose

right— that a God of unlimited knowledge and goodness will con-

trive the system of the universe in the best manner. Such a

Being is surely competent to lay out the plan of a universe of the

greatest conceivable extent, and which is to endure forever. To

determine the scheme of such a creation is an afiair of astonishing

magnitude. And we might be ready to ask who is sufiicient for



DIVINE PURPOSES DESIRAELE. 465

such an undertaking ? Wlio is qualified to take into view all that

belongs to such a world, as this in which we live— a world so

large, involving so many parts, and so many interests, and to con-

tinue in operation through ceaseless ages ? But this world is a

very small part of the whole creation. The universe consists of

millions and millions of worlds vastly larger than this. Who
possesses a mind that is adequate to plan such a universe, and to

plan it in the best manner ? Finite minds, even the most exalted,

are totally incompetent to this. But the infinite God is perfectly

competent. He can take into view everything pertaining to such

a universe. We are sure that he Avill make no mistake. He
knows what plan is the wisest and best, and that is the plan he

chooses. The experience of past ages has shown, and the experi-

ence of future ages will more and more clearly show, the perfect

excellence of the system adopted. The longer it continues in

operation, the more evident will it be, that it is in all respects

marked with consummate skill, and that the Being who contrived

it, judged and acted right. We are sure of all this, not because

we are able to take into view what belongs to the system of the

universe, and to judge, by our own wisdom, what would be wisest

and best ; but because we know that the wisdom of God is infal-

lible, and his goodness without limits. Our conclusion rests on

the firm basis of the absolute perfection of God.

This is the way in which I show the desirableness of the doc-

trine of the divine purpose respecting the created universe— the

purpose that was in the mind of God from everlasting.

After having taken such a view of the subject, it must appear

to us very strange, that any reasonable persons should dislike the

doctrine, and wish it not true, and in their words or their hearts

make opposition to it. Why is it so ? What is the real ground

of all this prejudice and hatred ? Is it because those who are

hostile to the doctrine, are afraid to trust God with the concerns

of his own creation, and with the business of determining the plan

of it ? But is not God worthy to be trusted ? Is he not pos-

sessed of the requisite knowledge and judgment? Is he not

benevolent ? Is he not as much disposed, as could be wished, to
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fix upon the best plan ? Why then should any be unwilling or

afraid to trust him with this concern?— Do men oppose this

doctrine and show an unwillingness that God should fore-ordain

whatsoever shall come to pass, because they apprehend that his

purposes will occasion injustice, either to themselves or others ?

But what reason have they for such an apprehension ? Can a

God of perfect justice and righteousness and boundless benevo-

lence, ever perform an action or have a purpose unjust towards

any of his creatures ? Do not his perfections place him at an

infinite distance from this ? Has any one of his designs— has

any part of his plan been injurious to any, even the meanest of

his subjects ? Is it not a certainty that such a being as God will

adopt a plan and pursue a course of administration, which will be

perfectly just and benevolent ? What ground then can any one

have for the least dissatisfaction in this respect with the doctrine

under consideration ?

I ask again : Can those who oppose the doctrine of the di^one

purposes, imagine that the doctrine is or ever will be dishonorable

to God ?— But the very statement of the doctrine is, that it is

" for his own glory" that he has fore-ordained whatsoever comes

to pass. And does not God know what system will be for his own

glory ? And will he not be sure to adopt such a system and to

carry it into execution ? Will not a Being of infinite wisdom and

infinite justice take care that his wisdom and justice shall be

manifested and honored ? Will not a Being of infinite benevo-

lence take care that his benevolence shall be exercised and

displayed ?

What then is the real reason that men disUke and oppose the

doctrine before us ?

Doubtless some reject the doctrine through mistake. They

think it very different from what it is. They attach to it ideas

which do not belong to it, and which are contrary to truth. And

in regard to such persons, I would only say, let them take care to

guard against mistaken views of the doctrine, and to understand

exactly what it is.

But what shall we say of those, who understand the doctrine,
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and yet dislike and oppose it ? What can be the ground of their

opposition, but that carnal mind which is enmity against God ?

What but an unwillingness that God should reign and do his

pleasure ?— an unwillingness that he should adopt a scheme of

administration, which shall contribute most to his own glory and to

the welfare of his universal kingdom ? Now when the ground of

opposition to the doctrine lies in the enmity of the heart against

€k)d, arguments from reason and from Scripture are likely to be

in vain. The opposition can be removed only by that operation

of the Spirit which gives a new heart.
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVINE PURPOSES PROVED FROM THE

WORKS, PERFECTIONS, AND WORD OF GOD.

In the previous Lecture, after giving a brief explanation of the

doctrine of the Divine Purposes, I endeavored to show that it is

altogether desirable. I shall now lay before you, though very

summarily, the evidence which shows the doctrine to be true.

In the first place, consider the works of Creation and Provi-

dence, as they present themselves to attentive observers, without

the aid of Scripture. All the instances of design which are seen

in the natural and moral creation, are evidences of the existence of

a design or purpose in the mind of the Creator. No reasonable

man can think, that the adaptedness of one thing to another, and

the fitness of means to ends, which are everywhere apparent, are

the result of chance, in other words, that they exist without an in-

telligent, designing cause. An effect must have a cause, and a

cause adequate to the production of the effect. A thing done, sup-

poses a doer, and a doer competent and suited to the thing done.

Now if you see in anything an exact correspondence with some-

thing else, or a striking adaptedness to the accomplishment of an

important end, you cannot avoid the conclusion, that such corres-

pondence or adaptedness originated in the mind of him who caused

that thing to exist. It necessarily implies design or intention in

the author. And as God is the author of all things which exist,

aU the marks of design in his works must be referred to a design

existing in his own mind. He cannot act out or manifest what he

has not in himself. If an architect builds a house which is exactly
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adapted to various and important uses, we know it was his design

to do so. This principle is so evident, that it needs onlj to be stated

to be believed. Take a few examples. We find that hght is

adapted to the eje, and is the means of vision. The Creator then

designed it to be so. The eje also is adapted to the light, and is

the organ of vision. Of course our Creator intended it to be so.

The air, the water, the motion of the heavenly bodies, all things in

the natural creation, and all the laws which regulate it, are ob-

viously adapted to the accomplishment of important ends. All

this affords various and abundant evidence of the truth of our doc-

trine. And if we proceed to the intelligent and moral world, this

evidence is still more striking. To what momentous objects is the

mind of man fitted ! Who can tell the number and the value of

the ends to which its faculties are adapted ? Our conclusion is,

that God had all these ends in view when he created the mind, and

that the adaptedness of its faculties to these ends was a matter of

design with him. The same as to the connection of events. One

of them contributes to another which is near, and to others which

are distant. The discovery of America, for example, contributed

to the settlement of our forefathers here, and to the whole train of

events, political and moral, which have followed, and which will

follow. It was then the purpose of God that the discovery of

America should contribute to all these events. And if we could

see all the tendencies of things, and all the events which are to flow

from them, we should know the whole design of God respecting

them. But as it is, we can learn this, aside from revelation, only

so far as our experience and observation go.

My second argument is from the perfections of God. The ar-

gument is a priori. We consider it as an admitted truth, that there

is a God, and that he is possessed of infinite perfection, natural and

moral. From this it is plainly inferred, that he has a design or

plan respecting his works, and that his plan is perfectly wise and

good. The Supreme Being must act according to his own charac-

ter. He cannot deny himself. He cannot do anything contrary

to his own nature. If he is intelligent, he will exercise his intelli-

gence ; one exercise of which is to form designs. If he is good,

VOL. I. 40
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he will do good. If he is powei-ful, he will exert his power. As
to the creation,— God, in the exercise of his infinite intelligence,

knew what system would be marked with the highest wisdom.

And as the same God who is infinitely intelligent, is infinitely good,

we conclude that he not only knows what created system is best,

but is disposed to adopt it. It is as certain that he will choose the

system which is on the Avhole the best, as that he is good ; the de-

gree of this certainly being in proportion to the measure of his

goodness. The power of God to carry into efiect the system which

he knows to be best, and which he chooses, cannot be doubted.

The very idea of his omnipotence implies, that he can do whatever

he wills to do. The same in regard to his justice. As God pos-

sesses this attribute, he will so contrive the system of creation,

that all the subjects of his government shall receive what is equita-

ble and right.

Now is there any flaw in this argument ? Are you able to con-

ceive, that a Being infinitely wise and benevolent and powerful,

does not know what plan of operation is the best, or that he will

not really prefer that plan to any other, or that he will not adopt

it, and procee^ according to it ? Is it not clear, that if God should

fail of doing this, he would fail of exercising his own perfections

— would fail of manifesting his own character— in short, would

fail of acting like himself ? Does it not then enter into the very

idea that you entertain of God, that he has a purpose in regard to

his works, and that the scheme he adopts must be entirely suited

to accomphsh the great and good object he has in view ? Can you

think what God is, without expecting that the perfect goodness of

the plan he has adopted, will sooner or later be made evident to

you and to all intelligent beings ?— The argument which I have

here laid before you, is exceedingly simple and plain. As God is

intelligent, he must act intelligently. As he is wise, he must act

wisely. As he is benevolent, he must act benevolently. As he

is just, he must do justice'. As he is powerful, he must exercise

his power. His purposes and proceedings must result from his

own infinite mind, not from such limited, shallow, fallible minds as

belong to us. And the fact that the plan of his works is so far above
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US, and so diiferent from what oui- wisdom would have dictated,

shows him to be God, and shows us to be, what we are, creatures

of yesterday, exceedingly ignorant and fallible.

My third argument is from the Scriptures.

For the present we are considering the doctrine of the divine

purposes in a general view. The doctrine, as it respects the salva-

tion of God's people, will be considered more particularly in a sub-

sequent Lecture.

The Scriptures in different ways furnish evidence that God fore-

ordains whatsoever comes to pass. Sometimes they refer to the

general doctrine expressly. More frequently however they speak

of God's purpose respecting particular events. But in all such

cases, the general doctrine is implied. For the particular events

referred to are manifestly connected with various other events to

which the purpose of God must relate. And besides this, it is nat-

ural to ask, why God should determine the events spoken of, more

than others of the same kind. Our conclusion must be, that the

sacred writers so often represented God as determining or willing

particular events, because the subject they had in view led them to

speak of those particular events, and that they would in the same

manner have set forth the divine purpose as to any other or all oth-

er events, had tliere been the same occasion to speak of them.

When therefore we see that the inspired writers speak with perfect

freedom and familiarity of the purpose, design, or will of God, as

relating to any event which they have occasion to notice ; we at

once conclude, that the general doctrine of the divine purposes

was previously settled in their minds, and that they declared par-

ticular events to be determined of God, not because they wished

to distinguish those events from others, but merely because the sub-

ject they were treating, required those particular events, and not

others, to be noticed. This is clear. But it will be more clear

when we attend to a few of the passages relating to the subject.

Of the texts which directly teach the general doctrine of the

divine purposes, that in Eph. 1: 11, is one of the most important.

The Apostle is speaking of one of God's purposes,— his purpose

to save his people ; and he shows that he regards this particular
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purpose of God, as connected with his purpose respecting all things

else. While he is setting forth the particular design of God res-

pecting those Avho are to be saved, his mind turns to the general

doctrine : "In whom we have obtained an inheritance, being pre-

destinated— according to the purpose of him who," he says,

" ivorketh all things after the counsel of his own will.'''' You see

exactly how the matter lay in the mind of Paul. When he thought

of the salvation of believers, he thought of it as agreeing with the

gracious purpose of God, and as resulting from it. And as God

saves his people, so he worketh all things, according to his purpose,

or " after the counsel of his own will." From this and other simi-

lar passages we learn what was the habit of the Apostle's mind.

He was led by his feelings to introduce the purpose of God to save

his people, and to dwell upon it ; and then to pass from the pur-

pose of God respectiiig that particular event, to his purpose, res-

pecting all events. And when the same Apostle says in another

place, Rom. 11: 36. " For of him are all things," he must have

meant that all things proceeded from God according to his inten-

tion or will ; so that the general doctrine of his purpose is im-

phed. The same thing is taught in Isa. 46: 10. " My counsel shall

stand, and I will do all my pleasure." Here, as in the text above

cited from Ephesians, there is a reference to the general purpose

or pleasure of God, and to a particular purpose. But the order is

difierent. The Apostle first speaks of a particular thing purposed,

and then extends his thoughts to the general purpose. While the

Prophet first brings into view the general truth, that God's coun-

sel shall stand and that he will do all his pleasure ; and then, in

the same sentence, mentions a particular instance, that is, the call-

ing of Cyrus to give deliverance to the Jews. In this and other

places, you see in what manner the Scriptures teach the doctrine

of the divine purpose, and how the subject lay in the minds of the

sacred writers ; how familiar it was to their thoughts, and with

what perfect freedom they spoke of it, either in its general aspect,

or with reference to particular cases, just as they had occasion.

The passage in Rev. 4: 11, has the same bearing upon the gen-

eral doctrine. " Thou art worthy, Lord, to receive glory and
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honor and power ; for thou hast made all thmgs, and for tliy j)lea8-

ure they are and were created." All things were created and ex-

ist for the pleasure of God, that is, to ansAver the ends which are

pleasing to him,— to accomplish the objects he chooses. That he

has a purpose or design respecting all things, is implied in texts

of this character.

But the doctrine is clearly implied in those passages, which do

not speak of all things as objects of the divine purpose, but only

of some particular thing, as the coming of Christ, the salvation of

men, or some other event of providence. This is not the place to

cite the particular texts relating to God's choice of his people. I

shall have occasion to do this in the sequel. I shall refer here to

one passage only, and that "for the purpose of pointing out the

bearing of such texts upon the general doctrine of the divine

purposes. In the Epistle to the Ephesians, ch. 1, the Apostle

teaches, that God chose the Ephesian believers before the founda-

tion of the world, and predestinated them to the adoption of

children. But why does he speak of those particular Christians ?

Why not say expressly, that God chose all who shall be saved in

all places, and in all ages, and predestinated them to the adoption

of children ? I answer, because he was then addressing himself

to those particular Christians, and he had at that time no immedi-

ate occasion to speak of others. But others, all others were

implied. For if those particular believers who lived at Ephesus,

were eternally chosen and predestinated, it is clear that all others

were;— inasmuch as all who are saved, are by natm-e in the

same ruined state, and are equally dependent for salvation on the

good pleasure of God. And we see in other places, that when

the sacred writers had occasion for it, they spoke of the same

purpose of God as relating to all the redeemed. It would be

doing violence to the subject to suppose, that some Christians were

eternally predestinated to salvation, while others were not ; or to

suppose that some were predestinated in a different sense from

others. It is indeed true, that passages like this do not expressly

teach the election of any, except those who are particularly men-

tioned. They do not teach it in direct terms. But they teach it

40*
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as certaiiilj by plain implication. And is not the same true of

the divine commands ? The moral law was originally promulgated

to the peojile assembled at Mount Sinai. It was expressly

addressed to those whom the Lord had brought out of the land of

Egypt, out of the house of bondage. How and why was it bind-

ing on subsequent generations of Israelites ? And why is it

binding on us ? E\ddently because there is the same reason why

it should be bmding upon all human beings, as upon a part. All

have the same intelligent, moral nature, and stand in the same

relation to God as their Creator and moral Governor, and are so

constituted as to be equally under obligation to obey a moral law.

On this broad principle, all the moral precepts wliich were given

to the Israelites at Sinai, though not the ceremonial precepts, are

as binding upon us, as they were upon them. And for a similar

reason, we conclude, that the language of the Apostle respecting

the divine purposes, which was originally addressed to the Ephe-

sian Christians, is really and fully apphcable to all the redeemed.

But the subject requires me to proceed further. We have

seen that there are various texts which teach, that God's purpose

relates to the salvation of his people. But how do these prove

that it relates to any events of a diflferent kind ? How especially

do they prove, that it relates to all events ? I answer here also,

that they prove it inferentially, or by plain imphcation. They

prove it on the principle, that other events are as really dependent

on the will of God, as this. There is, besides, a vast number of

events, which are manifestly connected, either nearly or remotely,

with the salvation of God's people ; and all events of this descrip-

tion are of course involved in his purpose to save them. Indeed,

there is good reason to think, that the whole system of thuigs,

both in the natural and moral world, stands related to the work of

redemption ; and consequently, that the purpose of God respect-

ing the whole system, is involved in his purpose respecting

redemption.

The same general conclusion follows from the passages, which

mention the purpose of God respecting any particular event.

The Scriptures teach that God had a purpose to destroy the world
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by a deluge, and Sodom by fire ; to send Joseph into Egypt ; to

deliver the Israelites from bondage ; to send Senacherib to punish

the rebellious inhabitants of Judea ; and to raise up Cyrus and

influence him to restore the captive Jews to their own country.

It is obvious to all who read the Scriptui-es, that God's purpose

respected these and other particular events. But it cannot be

thought, that the inspired writers mention these events, to show

that they were predetermined by God, more than others. For, in

the first place, it is manifest that the sacred writers speak freely

of the purpose of God respecting any particular events, just as

the occasion requires. Secondly, there is in the nature of things

the same reason to acknowledge the divine purpose respecting

other events of a similar kind, as respecting those which are spe-

cified— perfectly the same reason ; while there is no more diflS-

culty in the one case than in the other. Thirdly, the argument

jfrom the divine attributes, and from the dependence of all things

on God, applies to other events, as well as to those which are men-

tioned. Fourthly, we are forbidden to exclude any events from

the purpose of God, by those passages which speak of all things

as directed and controlled by his will.

It seems then to be a fair conclusion, that the sacred writers

apeak of particular events as divinely predetermined, not to indi-

cate that other events are not equally predetermined, but merely,

because the subject they are handling brings those particular

events into view ; and that they mention the divine purpose res-

pecting those events, as a part of a general purpose or plan in-

cluding all events.

You see that the inspired writers teach the doctrine of the

divine purposes in a different manner, from Avhat is common

in systematic Theology. They bring it into view incidentally.

They assert it, as a well known truth, in relation to this or that

particular event, as occasion requires. They teach it in separate

parts, presenting it before us, from time to time, with reference

to the particular subject in hand. And, with the exception of a

few passages, wliich speak of the matter in general terms, we are

left to make out the doctrine synthetically^ that is, to collect or
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derive it from a variety of particulars. Whereas, in a systematic

treatise, we commonly lay down the doctrine at once in general

terms, or in a universal proposition, and say, that God's purpose

extends to all beings and events— that he foreordains whatsoever

comes to pass. In this matter, Theology and natural Philosophy

proceed in the same way. Philosophers notice a variety of par-

ticular facts, and from these deduce a general piinciple. Thus

they notice particular instances in which bodies attract each other,

and from these derive the general law of attraction. In aU the

instances which have come under their observation, they have

found that the loadstone attracts iron ; and hence they draw the

conclusion that this is the property of the loadstone. In this way

they have framed a system of physical science. And who objects to

this, because the natural world does not exhibit things in a sys-

tematic or scientific form ? The fact is, that man, in the exercise

of his intellectual faculties, does naturally and necessarily deduce

general principles from particular facts. In the visible creation

around us, God does not teach philosophy in a scientific manner.

He does not make books and systems of philosophy, as we do.

But no one infers from this that books and systems are not neces-

sary. God furnishes the materials, and gives man the power to

form out of them a system of philosophical doctrines. The mind

cannot stop at single, disconnected facts, but presses on by ita

own impulse, to the general truth involved in those facts, or de-

ducible from them. This is the proper work of human reason.

It has an irrepressible desire for science. It aspires after the

knowledge of general truths, deducible from particular facts. It

is the same in Theology. And the fact that Theology is not

taught in the Bible in a regular systematic or scientific form, is no

more an objection to theological systems, than the fact that booka

containing systems of natural Philosophy are not found ready for

use in the natural creation around us, is an objection to our

making or using such books.



LECTURE XXXVI.

THE DIVINE PURPOSES RELATE TO ACTIONS AND EVENTS IN THE

MORAL WORLD GENERALLY, AND PARTICULARLY TO THE SAL-

VATION OF MEN.

In the last Lecture Ave considered the proof of the general

doctrine of the Divdne Purposes from the works of creation and

providence, from the divine perfections, and from different classes

of texts in ihe Scriptures. I propose now to show, that the Di-

vine Purposes relate to the moral ivorld, as well as the natural.

This has been implied in the arguments already laid before you.

But it is important, that this part of the subject should be con-

sidered more particularly. '

The moral world, that is, the world of intelligent, moral beings,

is evidently of higher value than the material world, and conse-

quently is more worthy of being regarded in the counsels of infinite

wisdom. And it is unspeakably important, that the plan of it

should be conti-ived, and its various parts and movements ar-

ranged, by an omniscient mind. The considerations which illus-

trate the desirableness of God's purposes, apply to this part of

the subject with special force. The affairs of the moral world

plainly require to be directed by one who possesses infallible wis-

dom. And as God and he only possesses such wisdom, it is alto-

gether desirable, that whatever pertains to moral beings should

be under his direction. If the intelligent part of the creation

had not been an object of the divine counsels, and had been left to

take care of itself without the interference of divine wisdom, the

conse(£uences would have been far worse, than if the whole mate-
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rial system had been left without any settled order, and without

the direction of the divine hand. The moral world is as really

incapable' of rightly guiding its own affairs, as the natural world.

And the evils which would result from the want of a preconcerted

plan, and an infallible divine superintendence, would be far more

deplorable in the former case, than in the latter.

Take another view. It is allowed by all that the divine pur-

pose relates to the natural world. But there is such a close and

inseparable connection between the natural world and the moral,

and there is such a mutual dependence and mutual influence,

that the divine purpose cannot relate to the one, without relating

to the other. To a great extent, the events which take place in

the natural world, are either the actions of intelligent beings, or fol-

low directly from them, as effects from a cause ; so that to suppose

physical events to be predetermined, and moral events not prede-

tennined, would be to suppose the visible and intimate connection

between them dissolved ; for instance, it would be to suppose the

voluntary motions of a man's hands and feet determined, while

the acts of his mind on which those motions depend, are not de-

termined ;
— and this would imply a total disruption of what we

know to be inseparably joined together. And, if any one should

say, that free, moral acts cannot be predetermined, I would ask

him, how any event which depends upon them, can be prede-

termined.

But I shall not enlarge upon these general considerations, which

I have intended as preparatory to a direct appeal to the Sci-ip-

tures, where we find truth immixed with error. And as the

Scriptures contain a history of a part of what takes place in the

moral world, we may justly expect to find a correspondence be-

tween the other parts and that.

In supporting the position from the Scriptures, that the pur-

poses of God relate to events in the moral world, I hardly know

where to begin, and I shall find it difficult to know where to

end.

The representation of Scripture that God doeth all things af-

ter the counsel of his own will ; that he doeth all his pleasure ;
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and that all things are of him, and to him, must be considered as

extending to the moral world, miless it can be fairlj shown from

the teachings of the Bible in other places, that the moral world is

excepted. But we find the fact very different from this. For

the Scriptures generally teach, that the purpose of God, or the

counsel of his will relates primarily and preeminently to moral

beings and moral events. And a consideration of the nature of

the case would lead to the same conclusion. For as the beings

and events which compose the moral world are of the highest im-

portance, it follows that God, who always views things justly,

must make the moral world the object of his special regard ; and

that if he exercises his wisdom in devising a plan of operation

respecting any object, he certainly does respecting this. In his

wise and benevolent counsels he would overlook any part of the

created universe, rather than the intelligent part. Any other part

and all other parts would be excluded from his purposes, rather

than this.

In my attempt to prove from Scripture, that God predetermines

events of a moral nature, I shall adduce only a small number of

particular texts. More than this would be entirely unnecessary

for those who have read the Scriptures. My plan is to fix upon a

few appropriate passages, and to let the argument rest on them.

I begin with the case of the enslaved Israelites in the land of

Egypt. God promised that they should be delivered from bond-

age, and should come into the possession of the land of Canaan.

The promise was often made ; and doubtless it implied a purpose

in the mind of God, that what was promised should be accom-

plished. And the purpose itself was sometimes clearly expressed.

But what was the event which God promised and determined

should be accomplished ? It was an event, or rather a series of

events, which involved numberless beings and actions of a moral

nature. For how could the children of Israel be delivered from

bondage, and be brought into possession of Canaan, unless by

means of their o^vn long continued agency, in connection with the

agency of the Egj^ptian monarch and people, and of the various

nations that inhabited the countries through which they would
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pass ; and finally of the Canaanites themselves, who dwelt in the

promised land ? Sacred History shows in brief what was the

agency of Moses and Aaron, and the children of Israel, and of

Pharaoh, the Egyptians, and other nations, in the accomplishment

of God's benevolent design. The actions and events presented

before us in this portion of sacred history, were of a moral nature

as really as any which ever took place.

Should any one suppose, that the purpose of God might relate

generally to the fact of the people's deliverance from bondage,

without ha-^ang any particular respect to the moral feelings and ac-

tions of those who were concerned ; all that would be necessary

to prove the falsity of such a supposition, would be to examine

the history itself. Unquestionably Moses relates simple truth,

when he informs us, that the design of God did respect the per-

verse and wicked conduct of the king and people of Egypt. God

declared at the first, and declared repeatedly afterwards, what his

purpose was in regard to Pharaoh. He said, Exod. 4: 21. " I

will harden Pharaoh's heart, that he will not let the people go."

And he showed what important end he meant to accomphsh by

hardening Pharaoh's heart. Exod. 7: 3, 4. " And I will harden

Pharaoh's heart, and multiply my signs and my wonders in the

land of Egypt, and Pharaoh shall not hearken unto you ;
— that I

may lay my hand upon Egypt, and bring forth my people out of

the land of Egypt by great judgments. And the Egyptians shall

hnotv that lam the Lord.'" Again, ch. 14. " I will harden Pha-

raoh's heart, and he shall follow after them," that is, the Israelites,

" and I will he honored upon Pharaoh and upon all his hosts." And

God makes known his object more plainly still, ch. 9: 16. He says

:

" And in very deed for this cause have I raised thee up, for to

show in thee my power, and that my name may he declared through-

out all the earth." It is impossible that any language should be

used, which would show more clearly the truth of my present posi-

tion, that the purpose of God has respect to moral beings and

moral actions, even those which are preeminently sinful.

Take another case. It was the declared purpose of God to send

the rebellious children of Israel into Assyria, and keep them in
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captivity sovontr years. But this captivity was to be effected by

means of the moral actions of great multitudes, and most of them

sinful actions, as in the case above mentioned. God also purposed

the return of the Jews from the captivity ; and he purposed to

bring it about by the agency of moral beings and actions, some

good, and some bad.

I shall mention another case, and that the most important and

most remarkable of all, namely, the death of Christ. From various

parts of the Old Testament it is evident, that God appointed that

event as the means of salvation to sinners. And we are taught in

the New Testament, that those who were active in condemning and

crucifying Christ, did " what the hand and counsel of God before

determined to be done." Now what a series of actions, in the

hio-hest degree criminal, were concerned in bringing about that

event ! Behold the conduct of Judas ! Behold the conduct of

the Jewish and Roman rulers, and of the multitude who demanded

the death of Jesus ! Was there ever conduct more unjust and

cruel and base ? Yet the Apostle Peter, who had been in the

school of Christ from the first, openly declares, and declares in a

solemn address to God himself, that it was what he had before de-

termined to be done.

In these and many other instances recorded in the Scriptures,

the purpose of God related chiefly to actions which were morally

evil. I have presented this point in the foreground, because it is

in regard to this that the greatest difficulty is supposed to exist.

But my object now is not to obviate difficulties, but to state facts

;

and by these facts to establish a doctrine. The facts are plain and

certain ; and they fully sustain the doctrine.

In numerous instances, the Scriptures bring into view the pur-

pose of God respecting things which are morally good. By the

Prophet Ezekiel, God made known his purpose to give the people

of Israel a new heart, and to cause them to walk in his statutes.

The promise of God, that the Gospel shall be pubUshed to aU nar

tions, and that the world shall be filled with his glory, implies a cor-

responding purpose, relating to imiumerable actions and events of

great moral worth. And if the divine purpose relates to these ac-

VOL. T. 41
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tions and events, why not to all others of the same nature ? There

is no more difficulty respecting the whole, than respecting a part.

Having shown generally that the purpose of God relates to be-

ings, actions and events in the moral world, I shall now endeavor

to prove that it relates particularly to the salvation of his people.

It is in relation to this subject, that the inspired writers speak

most particularly of the purpose of God, as we should natui-ally

suppose they would, considering that it is a subject in which the

divine glory and the welfare of the world are so much concerned.

If God has a purpose respecting any object, we must believe that

he has respecting the salvation of men. If any are saved, it must

evidently be owing to the gracious determination of God, or to

what the Scriptures call the eounsel of his ivill. For the human

race are depraved and rained. They are by nature enemies to

God, and are wholly disinclined to obey his law, or to accept his

proffered mercy. Such is their charact-er and state, that it is con-

trary to reason, and to all the facts in the case, to suppose, that

their salvation can originate in themselves. If then it is to take

place, it must originate in the mind of God. Just so far as God

determines to accomplish it, it will be accomplished, and no fur-

ther. To suppose that the salvation of sinners can result from

any other cause, than the will of God, is to suppose that sinners

are not what the Bible declares them to be. In regard to those

who are saved, the connection between the natural state of men

and the doctrine of election can be established by evidence as

clear, as mathematical demonstration. If mankind are by nature

entirely lost, the salvation of any part of them must depend on

God. This dependence of their salvation on God, and his purpose

respecting it, are plainly taught in the Scriptures.

The word of God teaches that he has chosen from the human

family some particular persons, as the objects of his saving mercy.

This is the very idea of election, a word which the sacred writers

familiarly employ. It implies, that from a number of persons,

some are taken, and others left. If the whole number were

taken, the word could not be apphed. There would be no elec-

tion. Now what but such an election can be meant in those pas-
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sages, wliicli speak of certain persons as chosen in tlie Lord,

Rom. 16: 13— chosen to salvation, 2 Thess. 2: 13— predesti-

nated to the adoption of children, Eph. 1:5— predestinated to

be conformed to the image of Christ, Rom. 8: 29— vessels of

mercy -vvhom he had before prepared unto glorj, Rom. 9: 23—
given to Christ and given out of the world, John 17: 6—9, also

6: 37, 39.

It is the opinion of Arminians and Unitarians, that the only

election intended in these and other like passages is an election of

nations or societies to special external privileges ; that as the

whole Israelitish nation was formerly chosen to the enjoyment of

peculiar privileges ; so under the new dispensation. Gentile nations

are, in the same way, chosen to the enjoyment of gospel privi-

leges;— in short, that the election taught in the New Testament

is not personal, but national, and not to actual salvation, but to

religious privileges.

A careful examination of the passages which relate to the

subject, will show, that this opinion cannot be sustained ; on the

contrary that the New Testament sets forth an election of individ-

ual persons, in distinction from others, to the actual enjoyment,

not merely of external privileges, but of all the blessings of spir-

itual and eternal life. Take the two passages referred to in John

Gth and 17th. In the first of these Christ is speaking of those

who reject him, and those who receive him ; of those who come to

him, in distinction from those who turn away from him. He had

preached the gospel to them all, but all had not beUeved. V. 35,

he says :
" I am the bread of life ; he that cometh to me shall

never hunger, and he that believeth on me shall never thirst."

He evidently speaks of true gospel faith, and the salvation which

follows. He says, v. 36 :
" But I said unto you, that ye also

have seen me, and believe not." Then in v, 37, he says :
" All

that the Father giveth me, shall come to me, and him that cometh

unto me, I will in no wise cast out." Here we are taught that

there is an unfailing connection between the Father's giving men to

Christ, and their coming to liim, or believing on him ; and between

their believing, and their being graciously received by him. The
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same persons taat are gi\en to Christ, come to him ; and the same

that come to him, are not cast out, that is, are admitted into his

kingdom. If coming to Christ so as to be saved is a personal

thing, if it relates to individuals ; then being given to Christ by

the Father is a personal thing, and relates to individuals. This

view is confirmed by v. 39. " This is the Father's will that of all

which he hath given me, I should lose nothing." The Father's

will related to the individual persons who were given to Christ and

who were all to be saved.

The obvious sense of Acts 13: 48 corresponds with John 6: 37.

Christ says :
" All that the Father giveth me shall come to me."

And in Acts : ." As many as were ordained to eternal life be-

lieved ; " which is the same as saying, as many as were given him

did come to him. No language could more clearly designate par-

ticular persons in distinction from others. So likewise what the

Apostle says, Rom. 8: 30, relates altogether to individuals. If

those who are justified and glorified are individual persons, those

who are predestinated are so. To give the passage a national

sense would be inadmissible, unless whole nations are not only

called, but conformed to the image of Christ, and justified, and

glorified. And who can suppose that being conformed to the

image of Christ, and being justified and glorified, signifies no more

than the enjoyment of outward privileges ?

Proceed now to Eph. 1. Here you find the Apostle addressing

himself not to the citizens of Ephesus, but to the saints at Ephe-

sus, and to the faithful in Christ Jesus. These were the chosen

in Christ before the foundation of the world. They are all indi-

vidual persons, individual saints. And the blessings which are

spoken of as belonging to them are not merely the outward privi-

leges of the gospel dispensation, but the spiritual blessings which

constitute salvation, such as being holy, forgiveness of sin and

adoption as children.

It is readily admitted that some of the texts in the Epistles

which speak of predestination and election, may, as Whately

thinks, be so interpreted, as to signify merely the purpose of God

that other nations, besides the Jews, shoidd enjoy the benefits of
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the gospel dispensation. But it is clear, that the particular pas-

sages referred to, and others which might be cited, cannot with

any appearance of justice be interpreted in this way. It is surely

unjust to conclude, that because a word appears to have a particu-

lar sense and application in some places, it must have the same in

all other places. Any man, who carefully, and without prejudice,

reads the eighth and ninth chapters of the Epistle to the Romans,

and the first chapter of the Epistle to the Ephesians, must, I

should think, be sensible, that the Calvinistic interpretation is

altogether the most natural and obvious, and that the Arminian

and Unitarian construction is far from doing justice to the mind

of the Apostle. And it appears to me evident, that this construc-

tion is adopted by Arminians and Unitarians, not because it nat-

urally falls in with the language of the Apostle, or results from it,

but because it agrees with their preconceived opinion, and because

the other construction is, in their view, attended with pecuhar

speculative diflBculties,— a principle of interpretation, which would

lead to the rejection of aU the peculiar doctrines of the gospel.

Whately, with great candor and great plausibility of argument,

labors to prove, not that the Calvinistic doctrine of election is

false, but that it cannot be clearly sustained from the writings of

Paul. And to accomplish this object, his chief effort is the same

with that of Whitby and John Taylor, namely, to prove that the

election or predestination, so often brought into view by the

Apostle, relates either to the appointment of the Gentiles to the

enjoyment of equal privileges with the Jews, or to the appointment

and choice of persons who repent and beUeve, to that final salva-

tion which is consequent upon repentance and faith. This is the

conditional election which Arminians hold to, that is, the election

of those to final salvation who will obey the gospel ; or God's pre-

determination to save those who will repent and obey. Now in

regard to some of the texts above quoted, I admit this to be a fair

construction. But how can it be admitted in regard to those

which speak of the appointment of persons to that very repentance

and faithj which are the conditions of final salvation ? Persons

may be elected to final salvation, that is, to the enjoyment of

41*
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heavenly blessedness, on condition of tlieir faith and persevering

holiness. And this, for aught I see, may properly enough be

called a conditional election. But what if they are also elected or

predestinated to faith and holiness ? \A1iat if their actual compli-

ance with the conditions is predetermined ? There are not a few

texts which clearly show this to be the case. Paul and other

inspired writers teach, that it was the purpose of God before the

world was, that certain individuals should, not only hear the call

to repentance and faith, but should actually repent and believe.

Their repentance and faith were fore-ordaiued. In other words,

it was the eternal purpose of God, to give them repentance and

faith. I shall enlarge upon this point in another place. It is

sufficient for my present purpose to say, that if God actually gives

repentance and faith to particular persons, in distinction from

others, he doubtless determined to do it. If he actually gives a

new heart to some, and not to others, it was his previous purpose

to do so. That God does thus give to some, in distinction from

others, a new heart and a new spirit, effectually turning them from

sin, and inclining them to obey, is a truth which the Scriptures

often teach, and which devout Christians thankfully acknowledge.

That the purpose of God, whatever it may be, and to whatever

it may relate, especially his purpose to save sinners, is eternal and

unchangeable, is so manifest, that I can hardly deem it necessary

to offer any proof. As God from eternity had a perfect knowl-

edge of all things which have been, or are, or ever will be, he

must have had eternally the same reasons for his purposes, that he

ever could have. And it would be very strange to suppose, that

God, at any time, or in any circumstances, forms a neiv purpose,

a purpose which never entered his mind before ; when all the rea-

sons which he now has for it, were ahvays present .to his view.

If the infinite wisdom and goodness of God lead him now to pur-

pose anything, they must have led him to purpose the same

eternally. And to suppose his purposes in any respects to

change, is to suppose a change in his attributes, and in the views

of his mind. Scripture and reason unite in teaching, that the

purposes of God are both eternal and immutable.



LECTURE XXXVII.

THE PURPOSES OF GOD RESPECT THINGS AS THEY ARE.

I HAVE already explained the doetrine of the Divine Purposes,

and proved that it is desirable and true, and that it relates to the

moral world, as well as the natural.

Mj next object is to illustrate the position, that the purposes of

Q-od respect things as they are. In other words, God eternally

designed to do just what he actually does, and to do it in the

manner in which he actually does it. He eternally designed that

all which goes to constitute the system of the created universe,

should be as it really is. Or as Dr. Dwight expresses it :
" All

things, both beings and events, exist in exact accordance with

the purpose or pleasure of God." This idea is imphed in the

Assembly's Shorter Catechism :
" God executeth his decrees in

the works of creation and providence." The work of God in cre-

ation and providence corresponds with his eternal purpose, being

the perfect execution of it. The one answers to the other, not

partly, but entirely. So far as we know what God's purposes are,

we know what will take place. And so far as we know what does,

or what will take place, we know what God purposed. The idea,

thus variously expressed, is perfectly simple and obvious, and

seems hardly to need any illustration. And yet it is, in my
view so important, and so adapted to relieve the mind of various

misconceptions and difficulties, that I shall take pains to awaken

a clear and full apprehension of it, and to fix it in your minds as

one of those evident and certain truths, of which you may avail

yourselves, whenever you have occasion for it. The single point
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which I am to illustrate is this : That which God actually does^

18 just that which he designed to do. That which exists, is what

God pui^josed should exist. And the manner in which God

does anything, and the manner in which anything takes place, is

the very manner which God designed. For example. This

world exists. And God intended that it should exist, and that

it should exist just as it does exist. God did actually create

the world. And he purposed to create it. He created the sun,

moon, and stars ; and from this we know that he eternally pur-

posed to create them. The sun and planets, composing the solar

system, have each a particular nature, form, and magnitude, and

they stand in a particular relation to one another, and have an

influence upon one another. All this is what God intended should

be. It was eternally his purpose, that the system should exist,

and that the nature, form, magnitude, mutual relations and mutu-

al influence of all its parts should be as they are. Material

things act upon each other in the way of attraction, and they do

it so uniformly, that attraction is called a law. And this is what

God designed. There are eclipses of the sun and moon, re-

sulting from the laws which govern then* motions. And these

eclipses answer to the purpose, which was eternally in the mind of

God respecting them.

There is also an intelligent and moral world. And this God

intended should be. He actually created moral beings, and

placed them in certain circumstances ; and this is what he pur-

posed to do. All that he has actually done in regard to the bodi-

ly and mental constitution of man, corresponds with his previous

design. Ascertain under what law man was originally placed,

what was his condition as a moral, accountable being, what was

his relation to God, what powers he possessed, and what was the

mode of his agency ; and you ascertain what the divine purpose

was in all these respects. Man has a real, though a dependent

existence. He is a real agent. He is rational, free, and moral.

He does himself act. Dependent as he is on God, he really acts;

and his actions are truly his own. All this is what God eternally

designed. God has actually placed man under a moral law, re-



RESPECT THINGS AS TUEY ARE. 489

quiring universal holiness, and forbidding all sin. Such a law

God actually purposed to give to man. He actually displays his

justice in the punishment of transgressors ; and this is what he

before determined to do. lie actually gave to the original parents

of the human race such an intelligent and moral nature, and

placed them in such circumstances, that they were under perfect

obligation to obey his commands. And this was what he before

intended. He now gives to men such an intelligent and moral

nature, and places them in such a condition, that they are truly

and completely under obligation to obey his law. And this is ac-

cording to his purpose. In preserving and governing his intelli-

gent creatures, and in controlling their actions, God exercises

his power over them in such a manner, that their moral, accounta-

ble agency is effectually guarded against infringement, and they

act with all the freedom which belongs to the proper subjects of

the divine law. This is what he actually does, and what he eter-

nally designed to do. He makes men moral agents, and contmues

them such, whatever their character or circumstances, suffering

nothing to interfere with their own responsible agency ; and all

this he before determined to do.

These examples are sufficient. But I must extend this illustra-

tion to another point. God not only purposed to do what he actu-

ally does, but he purposed to do it for the same reason, for which

he actually does it. His purpose rests on the same grounds with

his actual administration. As he is a being of infinite wisdom and

goodness, he always does what he does, for important reasons, or

with a view to important ends ; and he eternally purposed to do it

for the same reasons, or with a view to the same ends. I will give

a few examples. God actually made the world to manifest his own

glory, and to produce a great amount of good. And it was for

the same important ends, that he determined to create the world.

God destroyed the Avorld by a deluge, on account of the wicked-

ness of men. Their wickedness was the reason why he sent such

a terrible judgment. And it was for this same reason, that is, for

their foreseen wickedness, that he eternally determined to send

that judgment. He destroyed Sodom because of the extreme de-
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pravity of its inhabitants ; and with a view to the same depravity,

he before determined to destroy that city. He raised up Pharaoh

for a particular purpose, and he informed Pharaoh what that pur-

pose was. And in the history of that monarch, w^e see that God

actually accomplished this purpose. And this is the purpose which

he eternally intended to accomplish, by means of that proud and

wicked man. Once more. At the judgment day, God will doom

a part of the human race to endless destruction, and he will do it

for a sufficient reason, that is, on account of their sins. And for

this same reason, he before determined to do it. He appointed

them to destruction, as a just punishment for their sins.

This principle holds universally. Whatever is the reason of

God's actual conduct in any case, that was the reason why he eter-

nally purposed that conduct. In all cases he has a reason for what

he does ; and in all cases he had a reason, and the same reason,

for determining to do it. If we learn from the word or providence

of God, why he does anything ; we learn w"hy he purposed to do

it. And whether we can ascertain what is the particular reason

of the divine conduct or not, we know that he always has a good

and sufficient reason for what he does ; and he had the same reason

for his eternal purpose. Hence his eternal purpose is as just and

good, as his acts.

To illustrate still more fully the subject before us, I remark,

that the divine purpose respects things in their proper order ; that

is, in the order in which they actually take place. This order is

often, not to say always, of great moment. In many cases, the

justice and propriety of a divine act depends upon the place it oc-

cupies in the series of events. Adam and Eve were expelled from

Paradise. As their expulsion took place after their transgression,

it was manifestly just and proper. But what justice or propriety

would there have been in it, had it taken place before they trans-

gressed ? The destruction of the wicked in the future world will,

in the order of events, come after their disobedience. Pimish-

ment, in all cases follows transgression. And in that order, and

in that only, it is just. Now the divine purpose regards pimish-

ment in that same order. In other words, God appointed punish-
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ment to follow transgression. He determined to punish sinners,

and to punish them as a consequence of sin actually committed.

And his purpose to inflict punishment in this order, is as evidently

just, as the actual infliction. In all such cases, the purpose of God

is really conditional. That is, He determines to do a particular

thing on condition that something else is done. His determination

respects the one as that which is to follow the other, and is to take

place on account of the other. He certainly would not make the

appointment in any other way.

Rewards are to be viewed in the same light. They do in fact

follow some act of obedience, or some service done ; and in this

way they are regarded in the divine purpose. Eternal life is prom-

ised, and will be given, to those who repent, and believe, and per-

severe in obedience. It is a reward, and will be granted, to those

who comply with the terms proposed ; and, in a sense, because

they comply. And the purpose of God respects it thus. He de-

termines to give eternal hfe in heaven, to those who comply with

the condition. His purpose is definite, and relates to those very

persons who will comply with the condition, inasmuch as he certainly

knows who the persons are who will comply. In this sense, the

doctrine of a conditional divine purpose, or conditional predestina-

tion, appears to be in accordance ^Yith the word of God. He pre-

destinates those to final salvation, or determines to receive those to

heaven, who will comply with the condition proposed in the gospel.

And knowing, as he does beforehand, the persons who will comply,

his purpose is to save those very persons, according to the often re-

peated promise, " He that believeth shall be saved." And as he

will in fact save no others, he determined to save no others. I

speak now of final salvation, or the enjoyment of endless happiness

in heaven. You will keep in mind, that this conditional election—
this choice of persons to eternal salvation on the condition of their

repentance and faith, does not imply any uncertainty in the divine

mind m regard to the individuals who will be saved. If God cer-

tainly knows who will fulfil the condition on which he offers eternal

life, his determination to save them is certain. And it is immuta-

ble too. For how can there be any change in the purpose of an
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omniscient mind ? If God infallibly knows who will, through his

grace, become fit subjects of final salvation, in other words, who

will be prepared for heaven ; and if he determines to receive to

heaven all such ; then his determination must be certain and im-

mutable. What uncertainty or change can there be in a purpose,

which is founded in omniscience ? With these safeguards against

misapprehension, in connection with other remarks still to be made,

I freely admit, that the purpose of God to bestow the blessedness

of heaven on his people may be called conditional ; although Ar-

minians, who are fond of this language, mean something very

different.

I have said, that the purpose of God regards things in their

proper order— the order in which they actually take place. If

one thing -actually precedes another, and is the ground, reason,

or condition of the other ; that which follows is divinely appointed

in that same order, and on that same ground. And as the last

event takes place on the condition that the other takes place,

the purpose of God in fixing the last event may be called a con-

ditional purpose, that is, a purpose that a certain thing shall take

place on the condition of something else preceding.* But how is

it in regard to the fulfilment of the condition ? Is that an object

of the divine purpose ? Particularly how is it in regard to that re-

pentance, faith and obedience, which are required of us in order to

eternal life, or as a condition of final salvation ? From two class-

es of texts, it is evident that this very condition is ^^redetermined,

— that it is the pui-pose of God so to influence the elect, that

* Dr. Dick, who was a distinguished Calvinist, says :
" It is granted that some

of the decrees of God are conditional, in this sense, that something is supposed to

go before the event which is the object of the decree, and that this order being

established, the one will not take place without the other. He decreed, for exam-

ple, to save Paul and the companions of his voyage to Italy. But he decreed to

save them only on condition that the sailors should remain in the ship. He has

decreed to save many from the wrath to come, but he has decreed to save them only

if they believe in Christ, and turn to him from the error of their ways. These

decrees— state the order in which the events should be accomplished;— they

establish a connection between the means and the end."— Lectures on Theol., Vol.

I. page 2.')6. Phila. Ed.
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they will certainly repent and obey the gospel, and thus obtain

eternal life. The first class of texts represent it as the purpose

of God, that his chosen people shall be holy. Eph. 1: 4. " Ac-

cording: as he hath chosen us in him before the foundation of the

world, that we should he holy:' 2 Thess. 2: 13. " God hath

firom the beginning chosen you to salvation though sanctification oj"

the Spirit and belief of the truths The second class are more

specific, and represent regeneration, repentance, faith, and obedi-

ence, as the effect of divine operation. Christ is exalted to give

repentance. God gives a new heart. He gives a heart to know

him, and keep his commandments. Faith is the gift of God.

He works in us both to will and to do. Now as God docs actu-

ally work in sinners repentance, and faith, and all the branches

of holiness, he certainly determined to do it. As it is he that

takes away the heart of stone and gives a heart of flesh, we

know that it was his previous purpose so to do. As he does ac-

cording to the Scriptures, move or excite his people to everything

which is spoken of as a condition of their forgiveness and final

salvation ; it is clear that he determined thus to excite and move

them. All who repent and believe, do it under the effectual in-

fluence of the Holy Spirit. The beginning of holiness comes from

God. He kindles the first emotion of love and desire. If we

repent, or are inclined to repent ; if we believe, or have a heart

to believe ; if we truly pray, or are disposed to pray ; it is all of

God. And it cannot be doubted, that God determined what his

own agency in this respect should be, and to whom he would

give a heart to repent and believe and pray.

But here we meet the question which divides Arminians and

Calvinists. The question is whether God gives his sanctifying

Spirit in the first instance, on the ground or condition of anj

thing previously done by the sinner ; whether he promises and

actually bestows the first renovating and saving influence, on ac^

count of any condition antecedently performed by the unrenewed

;

whether he regenerates them on account of anything they do

while unregenerate, as an appointed condition of regeneration.

VOL. I. 42
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This question must, I think, he decided in the negative, for the

following reasons.

Fii'st. The Bible teaches that everything of a moral nature

in the unrenewed, is opposite to the requirements of God's law,

and consequently offensive in his Bight. And it would be most

unreasonable to suppose, that he bestows so precious a gift as re-

generation, on account of anything which is an object of his dis-

approbation, as whatever comes from the carnal mind is. They

that are in the flesh cannot please God. And surely God did

not eternally purpose to begin the wox'k of salvation in them, on

the condition of what they themselves should do, while continuing

in a state of enmity and rebellion against him.

This question, you perceive, turns upon the previous question

of man's natural state. If unrenewed sinners are what the Bible

represents ; his purpose to renew them cannot be conditioned on

any good choice, disposition, or act of theirs previous to their re-

newal.

But secondly ; the Scriptures in this case expressly exclude

everything on the part of unrenewed sinners, as a condition of

God's saving mercy. 2 Tim. 1: 9. " Who hath saved us and

called us, not according to our works, but according to his own

purpose and grace, which was given in us in Christ before the

world began." Here we are taught, that God's eternal purpose

to call sinners, to deliver them from the dominion of sin, and begin

their sanctification, had no respect to their works, or to anything

done by them, as a condition of his sa"vdng mercy. In Rom. 11:

5, 6, God's election of his people is declared to be " of grace;''''

and a clear distinction is made between salvation by grace, and

salvation by works, the one being exclusive of the other. And

in Rom. 9th, he says what is still more decisive. He traces the

exercise of God's mercy to his own tvill, in contradistinction to any

condition performed by sinners. " He hath mercy on whom he

will have mercy." And referring, as an illustration of the pur-

pose of election, to the case of Jacob and Esau, he says :
" The

children being not yet born, neither having done any good or evil,

that the purpose of God according to election might stand, not of
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works, but of him that callcth." The Apostle ascribes the difference

made among men, to the will of God. He resolves it all into God's

sovereignty,— a sovereignty which the Apostle takes pains to
"*

teach us does not respect any works or worthiness on our part as

its ground or condition. Take notice however, that the jwint which

the Apostle labors to establish, is not that the exercise of God's

mercy or his pui-pose to exercise it towards some in distinction from

others, is without any just reason or motive ; but only that it is not

on account of anything good in those who are chosen. He entirely

excludes everything in them as a reason for the distinction ; thus

taking away from those who are saved all matter of glorying in

themselves, and showing them, that they must ascribe the whole of

their salvation to the grace of God. He does not deny that there

was a reason in the mind of God for what he did. The very fact

that he ascribes it to the will of God, evidently implies, that there

is a good reason for it, inasmuch as the will of God acts accord-

ing to infallible wisdom,— a wisdom however whose depths are unr

fathomable to us.

But if it should appear, that the instruction, the example and

the prayers of pious parents, muiisters, or others, are in an import-

ant sense conditions of God's saving mercy to sinners in the fii'st

instance,— that they are circumstances connected, by his appoint-

ment, with the beginning of his sanctifying idfluence in the hearts

of sinners ; this would not in any way contradict our doctrine, in-

asmuch as it would still be the effectual grace of God which secures

the performance of all such conditions by parents, ministers, or

others, and all other circumstances conducive to the salvation of

sinners. And if it were the ease, that sinners themselves actually

do something, in one way or another, which proves to be a condi-

tion or means of their first conversion ; this too might consist with

our doctrine, as it could never be accounted for, that particular

sinners and they only should perform that first, that earhest condi-

tion, whatever it might be, of God's special favor, except by the

influence of God's providence and grace imparted to them, in dis-

tinction from others. It is God that maketh them to differ when-

ever the difference begins, and in whatever it consists. Salvation
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itself, and all the steps that lead to it, are of God. It is he that

•works ill shiners all spiritual good, all tendencies to good, and all

'preparations for good. And he does it according to his eternal

purpose.

Thus the doctrine of personal election stands fast ; the doctrine

held by the Reformers, and by our Puritan forefathers, that Grod

did eternally and unchangeably purpose to save a portion of our

race in distinction from others,— this doctrine stands fast, what-

ever conditions may be required on the part of the persons chosen,

— seeing it is the purpose of God to secure a comphance with the

conditions themselves, as well as to bestow the blessings of eternal

life. He fixes the whole series of circumstances and events, and

all the means and conditions, connected with the final salvation of

ills chosen people. He determines what he will do, and what he

will influence them to do in order to their eternal life. And he is

certainly able, by his providence and his Spirit, effectually to in-

fluence them, as rational, moral behigs, to do whatever is necessary

to their salvation.

I shall close this Lecture with an obvious inference from the

positions which I have endeavored to maintain. I began with the

position, that the purpose of God respects things as they are ; that

he determined to do what he actually does ; that the system of

his works, taken as a Avhole, answers to the plan which was eter-

nally in his mind ; that as far as we know the one, we know the

other. I have shown also, that there is, in every case, the same

reason for the divuie purpose, as for the divine conduct. And

finally, I have shown, that the purpose of God respects things ui

the order in which they actually take place. If one thing in fact

comes as the stated antecedent, condition, or ground of another, it

was so determined in the divine mind. He not only determined

the things themselves, but their order, their relations, and their in-

fluences,— this order, these relations and influences being as es-

sential to the divine system, as the things themselves.

The plain inference from all this is, that if God's actual conduct

is right, his eternal purpose is right. If there is no fault in what

God does, there is none in his previous determination to do it.
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Now as it is admitted and held by all Christians, that God's actual

administration is wise and good, they must, if consistent, hold that

his eternal purpose is wise and good. There can be no objection

to the divine purpose or decree, which does not lie equally against

the divine conduct. If you find fault with God's purpose, you find

fault with his administration. If you justify liis administration, you

justify his purpose. The doctrine of God's eternal, unchangeable

purpose to renew and save a part of the human race, in distinction

from others who are in the same condition, is often thought to be

objectionable. To obviate this difficulty, look at existing facts in

regard to the actual condition and salvation of sinners. Take the

case of Paul and the other apostles, and the case of those who

were converted on the day of Pentecost, and the case of the con-

verted Corinthians and Ephesians. Take the case of conversions in

later times in our own land, and in other lands. Look directly at

all the facts. See what God does in renewing and saving sinners,

and Jww he does it. Do you find anything objectionable ? Did

God act inconsistently with his perfections, or injuriously to any of

his creatures, when he converted and saved Saul of Tarsus, and

the other apostles, or when he converted the depraved Corinthians

and Ephesians ? Has he done anything to which you can object in

the conversion of sinners in India, or in the Sandwich Islands, or in

our own country ? Is there anything wrong in what he has done,

or in the manner of doing it ? Is there anything which is excep-

tionable, in what he has done in converting and saving you, whom
I now address ? If God's actual conduct towards you, or towards

others, is really exceptionable ; then certainly his corresponding

purpose is exceptionable. Nothing is more evident than that a

deUberate purpose to do what is wrong, is also wrong. But if you

are satisfied that the thing done is right, you must be satisfied

that the corresponding divine purpose is right. If the thing done

shows wisdom and grace, the corresponding purpose shows the

same. If God's work in saving those whom he does save, ought

to excite our gratitude and praise ; his purpose to save them ought

to excite the same. And if it is impiety and rebellion against

God to find fault with what he actually does in saving sinners,

42*
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or with any of his works in creation, providence or redemption

;

then it is impiety and rebellion to find fault with his eternal pur-

pose to save, or with any of his purposes respecting creation, pro-

vidence, or redemption.



LECTURE XXXVIII.

THE PURPOSE OR DECREE OF GOD AS TO THE REPROBATION OP

sinners; and the connection of PURPOSE WITH FOREKNOW-

LEDGE.

I HAVE already illustrated the positions, that God's eternal

purpose in every case perfectly corresponds with the facts which

occur in the creation and government of the world ; that he deter-

mines things in the order in which they take place, and in all their

relations and influences ; and that his eternal purpose proceeds on

the same grounds as his actual conduct, so that if his conduct

is right, his purpose is right too ;
— if his conduct is marked with

wisdom and benevolence, so is his purpose respecting that conduct.

This is all so plain, that you may doubt whether it needs the

particular elucidation wliich I have given it. But it is generally

true, that what is very plain and unquestionable on such a subject,

is specially important, and deserves the most particular considerar

tion. And it will be found that, by withdrawing our attention

from what is obscure or difficult, and dwelling in our contempla-

tions upon what is plain and certain, we shall most effectually rid

our minds of perplexities, and clear up to our satisfaction the

theory of divine truth. If you look steadfastly at an object

invested with a clear light, that illuminated object will impress its

own image upon you. But if you continually gaze at an object

which is involved in obscurity, you will have that very obscurity

spread over your own vision. This is a matter of special impor-

tance in the direction of your studies, and in the formation of

your intellectual habits. If you ruminate chiefly upon the dark

things in Theology, your mind will be dark. The soul is enlight-
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ened and quickened, not by doubts and difficulties, but by plain,

scriptural truth.

In treating tlie particular subject now to be introduced, I shall

endeavor to keep these remarks before me, and to act in conform-

ity with them.

What has been called the purpose or decree of reprohatioTiy is

the counterpart of election. This, I apprehend, is among those

thmgs in Paul's Epistles to which Peter alludes, and which he says

are hard to be understood. Contemplated in some points of view,

the subject presents difficulties not to be solved, and depths not to

be fathomed. But in other points of view, we find what is plain

and certain, and of great practical importance. The doctrine

rightly understood, and cordially believed, is suited to check our

self-complacency and presumption, to subdue the loftiness and to

tame the wildness of our hearts, and to make us fear and tremble

before the King eternal, the Sovereign of the universe.

What then can be said in regard to this subject ? What is

evidently and certainly true ? We can find an answer to this on

the principle which I have before stated, and which no one can

doubt, that God eternally determined to do what he actually does,

— that his purpose and administration perfectly correspond with

each other.

We inquire then, what is the divine administration respecting

the subject before us ? What is the fact ? Begin here. Now
the fact is, that God does not save all the human race. It was

then his purpose not to save aU. There is a part of the world

that God will banish from his presence, and punish forever. Of

course he determined to banish that same part, and punish them

forever. At the judgment day he will doom individual sinners to

perdition, and he determined thus to doom them. You cannot

beheve the endless pmiishment of any sinners, without behoving it

was and is the purpose of God to inflict that punishment upon

them. But God does not punish without a reason. What then is

the reason ? Conscience answers, and the word of God answers,

that men will be punished for their sins. God then determined

to punish them for their sins, his determination and act having the
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same reason, and so being equally just and right. For clearly if

it is just and right for God to punish men for their sins, it was

just and right for him to determine to do this.— If, while God

actually punishes men for their §ins, and for that reason only, he

determined to punish them for another and a different reason,

there would be a great and distressing difficulty ; and though we

might see the justice of the actual punishment, we should be una-

ble to see the justice of the previous purpose to punish. But if

the purpose to punish rests upon the same ground with the actual

punishment, and if the actual punishment is just and right, so is

the purpose.

I have thus far spoken of the purpose of God respecting the

final punishment of all who Uve and die in sin. Let us now take

another view of the subject,— keeping hold of the same general

principle to regulate our reasoning, and feeling after what is

clearly and certainly true.

Now it is plainly a matter of fact, and is acknowledged to be so

by all with whom I am now concerned, that while God in his

great mercy renews a part of mankind by his Spirit, he does not

renew them all. He leaves a part in their natural, unregenerate

state. Certainly then it was his purpose not to renew the whole

race, but to leave a part in their natural state. There are indi-

viduals— no one can tell how many— whom God does not call

with a holy calling,— to whom he does not give a new heart.

Accordingly his eternal purpose in regard to the same individu-

als was, not to call them with a holy calhng, and not to give them

a new heart.

Some respectable writers, and the late excellent George Payne

of England among them, have thought, that God in this matter

had no purpose at all. But is not this inconceivable ? It is

said, that not saving is a mere negative, and" that there is no

occasion for any divine purpose in regard to it. But not doing a

thing must be a matter of design with every intelligent being in

regard to any important concern, especially where there are ur-

gent reasons in favor of doing it. In the present case, we can-

not avoid the idea, that a God of infinite knowledge must have
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thought of the multitude of immortal souls perishing in sin, and

that a God of infinite benevolence must have desired their salva-

tion, in itself considered, as the Apostle says, that " he would

that all men should be saved,"— and must have determined to

save them, had there not been decisive reasons in his own mind,

why he should not actually save them. The particular reasons,

which are concealed from us, and which may be of such a nature

as not to be within the reach of finite intelligence, must have been

of great weight m God's view ; otherwise he would have deter-

mined to exert his omnipotence, to which nothing is impossible,

and his infinite love, which delights in communicating happiness,

in applying the blessings of the all sufficient atonement to the

whole family of man. It cannot be that the mind of God was

indifferent in regard to a subject of this nature— that he over-

looked any of the reasons for saving, or any of those for not

saving ; or that he could regard the case of so large a part of

the human race without any intention one way or the other.

Not saving was a matter of vast concernment ; and it must have

occupied the thoughts of the divine mind, and called forth a

purpose corresponding mth his own all comprehending, infaUible

wisdom. God must have determined to save, or not to save,

when the alternative so deeply concerned the honor of his per-

ffections, and the interests of his moral empire. In a case so mo-

mentous as this, who does not see, that God's yiot determining to

do a thing, imphes his determining not to do it ? In cases so in-

significant as to be below God's notice, if such cases could be,

his not determining to act might not imply that he determined not

to act. If he did not so much as think of the matter— if it

never occurred to his mind,— then plainly he could not have any

purpose concerning it. But the salvation or the perdition of mil-

lions of immortal beings is a matter not to be thus overlooked.

The supposition that God in this case has no purpose at all, is

resorted to merely for the sake of avoiding a difficulty. But it

not only fails of doing what is aimed at, but is, as we have seen,

open to objections from another quarter, which are truly appalling.

And besides all this, the difficulty, so far as it is capable of being
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satisfactorily solved, may be solved in another way. And if it is

left unsolved ; still, what is most of all to be desired, may be

done, namely, the things which are true, and certain, and of real

importance, may be made sufficiently plain to be the matter of

our serious belief.

But to return. I stated it as a fact, that there are many sin-

ners, to whom God does not give a new heart, and of course

never determined to give it. Now as to the reason of this. As

God has a just and sufficient reason for doing whatever he actual-

ly does ; so he has a reason for not doing whatever he leaves un-

done. He does not always give account of his matters— does

not, in every case, inform us what his particular reason or motive

is ; but he certainly has a reason. As to the case under conside-

ration ; God certainly has a reason for not regenerating those who

will perish,— a reason which overbalances all the reasons which

exist in favor of their regeneration,— a sufficient reason, he him-

self being judge. And he had the same reason for his previous

purpose not to regenerate them. Doubtless God is just and right

in not giving them a new heart ; and he was doubtless equally just

and right in determining not to do it. In both cases he acta ac-

cording to his perfections.

But there are other things to be considered, besides his not giv-

ing the sanctifying influence of the spirit to the non-elect, or with-

holding it from them. As God is omniscient, he must have a per-

fect \iew of the whole created system, and of all that has a rela-

tion, near or remote, to each particular part of his administration

;

and his treatment of each case, and his determination thus to treat

it, is grounded in his omniscience. Again ; God's not giving his

special, sanctifying grace to the non-elect, is not all that belongs to

their case ; it is not the whole of his treatment of them. And his

purpose in this one respect, is not the whole of his purpose. He
has actually placed them all under a dispensation of grace. He
has provided a Saviour, and an atonement, and on the ground of

this provision, he bestows unnumbered privileges and blessings

upon them. But they are transgressoi-s and continue to be trans-

gressors amid all these privileges and blessings. To some of them
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he gives the Scriptures, and the gospel ministry, and calls them to

obedience ; but they refuse obedience. He offers them salvation
;

but they reject it. His Spirit strives with them ; but they always

resist. He exercises long-suffering towards them ; but they abuse

it. He says to them, " Turn ye, turn ye, Avhy will ye die ? " but

they will not hear. Such, especially in Christian lands, is God's

actual treatment of those, to whom he does not give his special

grace ; such is their character and conduct. Now does God owe

such persons any favor ? Especially does he owe them so great a

favor, as the gift of his Holy Spirit to renew their hearts ? All the

circumstances of the case being taken into view, is it not evident,

that God's withholding a gift so inconceivably precious, is an act of

perfect righteousness ? Has any one a claim to that blessing ?

Can any one rightly complain of God for not bestowing it ? As a

just and holy Sovereign, has he not good reason to withhold it ?

Whether we can discover the particular reason why the Omnis-

cient God withholds the regenerating influence of his Spirit, or not

;

we are sure that he does withhold it ; and we are sure he has in

his own mind a reason for mthholding it ; we are sure he does it in

perfect accordance with his justice and holiness, his wisdom and his

goodness. And we are are equally sure, that his eternal purpose

thus to withhold his grace, was founded on a sufficient reason, and

was in perfect accordance with all his attributes. As in giving

the renewing of his Spirit to some when they are no more deserv-

ing of it than others, he displays his sovereign grace, having

" mercy on whom he will have mercy ;" so in not giving that re-

newal to the rest, when they are no more ill-deserving than those

to whom he gives it, he displays his sovereign justice. And as no

one has any reason to find fault with the actual conduct of God in

which he thus displays his grace and his justice, no one has any

reason to find fault with his eternal purpose thus to do. Does it

seem to you, that God's j^wr^jose not to save all men is unjust ? I

ask then, is God unjust in not saving all ? Is he unjust in his ac-

tual treatment of those who perish ? Can you stand up and bring

a charge of unrighteousness, founded in truth, against the Lord of

all ? Can any of the non-elect say at the bar of God, that he has
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injured them, and that they have not deserved the treatment they

have received at his hand ? No. Their mouth will be stopped,

and they will stand guilty and self-condemned before God. And
every man now, except the impious caviller and the blasphemer, will

say, that God's treatment of those M'ho perish, is throu;^hout marked

with perfect righteousness, and with astonishing forbearance and

goodness. In this respect, as in all others, God must be justified

in his doings, and accordingly must be justified in his purposes.

As no charge can lie against him on account of his actual conduct

towards the non-elect ; no charge can lie against him on account of

his correspondent predetermination.

I have not undertaken to give an account of all that God does,

in regard to those who will finally perish. But I maintain— and

what Christian does not believe it ?— that all which God really

does in giving existence to the non-elect, and in giving them exist-

ence in the fallen state in which they are found,— that all which

he does in ordering the circumstances and events of their hfe—
all the influence which he directly exerts upon them, and all that

he brings to tear upon them from their fellow creatures,— in a

word, that all his agency in or upon them, and all his providential

dispensations towards them, are perfectly just and right. In all

his dispensations, however inscrutable, from the beginning to the

end of their hfe, he exercises his infinite wisdom and righteous-

ness and goodness— he acts like himself. And if the whole

course of his administration towards the non-elect, is thus perfectly

right, his determination to pursue that same course is equally

right. This is clear. So that if you object to God's purpose,

you object to that conduct of his, by which his purpose is exe-

cuted. And if you object to his conduct, you object to his char-

acter ; for his conduct is the result and manifestation of his

character ; it shows what he is. On the other hand, if you

approve of the acts of God, you must approve of his character

and his designs. These perfectly harmonize. The same moral

excellence is shown in them all. If you take the ground of an

opposer, and object to either of them, you object to all. It is a

solemn truth, that you cannot object to God's purpose not to save,

VOL. I. 43



506 PURPOSE OF REPROBATION.

without objecting to Ms conduct in not saving, and without object-

ing also to his infinite perfections from which that purpose and that

conduct flow. And if you do this, then all I can say is, " who

art thou that rephest against God ?
"

Some men who maintain the doctrine of election, cannot easily

admit the doctrine of reprobation. They see very clearly the

propriety of God's determining to save his offending creatures

;

but they find much difficulty in supposing that he determines to

destroy any of them,

A little consideration however must satisfy any man, that one

of these doctrines necessarily involves the other. If God elects

only a part of our race to salvation, he does not elect the rest. A
determination to save all would exclude the idea of election. The

choice of some leaves the rest as they were. Election is God's

purpose to bestow upon some the renewing of the Holy Ghost,

and final salvation in heaven. Reprobation is God's purpose to

withhold that unmerited favor from others, and to inflict upon

them a merited evil. The one is a gracious purpose, the other is

a just purpose.

Two things are manifestly involved in reprobation. One is called

pretention, or passing by those who are not elected, and leaving

them in their natural, unrenewed state. The other is condemning

and punishing them for their sins. The former is an act of sove-

reignty ; both are acts of justice, particularly the latter. So the

Apostle treats the subject in Rom. 9th. He compares God in this

matter to a potter, who " formed of the same clay some vessels to

honor and some to dishonor." As to the elect, he speaks of God

as having mercy on them. As to the rest he speaks of God as

hardening them, and showing his power and wrath— his just

wrath, in their final punishment.

The statement and illustration which I have now given of Elec-

tion and Reprobation agree with the Westminster Assembly's

Confession of Faith.

" Those of mankind who are predestinated unto life, God before

the foundation of the world— accordmg to his eternal and immu-

table purpose— hath chosen in Christ unto everlasting glory, out
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of his mere free grace and love, without anj foresight of faith, or

good -works— or any other thing in the creature, as conditions or

causes moving him thereunto, and all to the praise of his glorious

grace.— And as God hath appointed the elect unto glory, so

hath he foreordained all the means thereunto. Wherefore they

who are elected, being fallen in Adam, are redeemed by Christ,

are effectually called unto faith in Christ by his Spirit,— are jus-

tified, adopted, sanctified, and kept by his power through faith

unto salvation,"

" The rest of mankind God was pleased according to the un-

searchable counsel of his own will— to pass by and to ordain

them to dishonor and wrath for their sins, to the praise of his glo-

rious justice^

The relation of G-od's purpose to his foreknowledge will be the

subject of discussion through the remainder of this Lecture.

It is important, at the outset, to notice the difference between

the absolute hioivledge or intelligence of God, and his knowledge

oi future events. The knowledge of God taken in the general,

absolute sense, reaches not only to those things which actually are

or will be, but to all possible things. For example ; God knew

that a world could be created in many different forms. He had

a perfect view of all the possible ways, in which his perfections

might be displayed,— of all the beings which might be brought

into existence, and of all the events which might take place.

This is God's absolute knowledge. But his fore-knowledge relates

to what will actually be. He fore-knows all the acts which he

will perform, and all the events which will take place in conse-

quence. The distinction is obvious. He eternally knew what

worlds and systems he could create ; he /ore-knew what he would

create. He knew that he could so order it, that we should be

born in a heathen land. But he fore-knew that we should be born

in a Christian land. He knew that the Saviour might come soon

after the fall. He fore-knew that he would actually come 4000

years after. It might indeed be said, that God fore-knew not only

all things which will be, but all things which might be. But the
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word is not commonly used with such latitude of meaning. I

shall use it in its common signification, as relating to what will

actually take place.

There is another remark which is necessary to a right under-

standing of the subject, namely, that, strictly speaking, one

thought, purpose or act in the divine mind, is neither antecedent

nor consequent to any other. We cannot ascribe to the mind of

God those particular measures or modes of action, which belong

to created finite minds. And where, for the sake of convenience,

we use language respecting God after the manner of men, we
cannot reason from that language, as though it were literally and

exactly true. From the imperfection of our knowledge, and from

the very nature of our minds, we are under the necessity of speak-

ing of God in an imperfect manner. But when we come to

reason on the subject, we must not suffer the imperfection of our

knowledge, or of our language, to lead us into error. While we
are so often exposed to error from our ignorance, let us take care

to use the knowledge we possess, as a safeguard.

We are now to examine the connection between the fore-knowl-

edge of God and his purposes.

It is evident that the divine purposes are founded in knowledge

— knowledge being taken in the large sense above noticed. And

when I say the purposes of God are founded in knowledge, I

mean that his purposes are intelligent purposes— that, in all his

designs, he exercises his infinite understanding. In forming the

plan of his operations, he acts as an omniscient Being. He per-

fectly knows his own attributes, and all things that are possible in

a created universe ; and with this perfect knowledge, he judges

infallibly what is suitable for him to do ; and that is what he de-

termines to do. I would by no means make the impression, that

God considers, and deliberates, and determines in the same man-

ner with us. But what I have said must be true, speaking after

the manner of men, and thinking after the manner of men, which

is the only way in which we can speak or think. We may ex-

press the same thing by saying, God purposes intelligently, not

ignorantly ; wisely, not unwisely. This is the view we take of the
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relation of God's purpose to his absolute knowledge.— But what

relation has it to his /ore-knowledge ?

You will remember that in the mind of God neither of these

can be before or after the other in ilie order of time. The acta

of the divine mind have no such relation to time, as the acts of

our minds have. They do not take place successively^ like ours.

This indeed is the only mode of mental operation, with which we
are acquainted by experience, or of which we can form a clear

conception. Still we cannot with propriety liken God to ourselves

in this respect ; although the idea of such a likeness cannot be

easily excluded from our minds.

But if the fore-knowledge and purpose of God do not sustain

to each other the relation of antecedent and consequent in the

order of time, is not one before the other in the order of nature ?

Must we not conceive of the one as the ground of the other, and

as presupposed in the other ? And if so, which in our thought

stands first— first in the order of nature? Is God's fore-knowl-

edge of things which will take place the ground of his purpose

that they shall take place,— or is his purpose that they shall

take place the ground of his fore-knowledge that they will take

place ? Or to express it differently ; does God purpose a thing

because he knows before, that it will take place, or does he know

that it will take place, because he purposes it ? Take an example.

Does God purpose the resurrection of the dead because he fore-

knows that it will take place, or does he fore-know it, because he

purposes it ? These questions are easily answered, so far as the

divine agency itself is concerned, and so far as any event depends

on that agency. God certainly did not purpose to create the

world, because he first knew that he would create it ; for he did

not know this, except as he purposed it. The creation of the

world was dependent on God's will, and he fore-knew it as thus

dependent ; which is only saying, that he fore-knew it as it was.

So far as future events are dependent on God, he fore-knows them

as dependent,— he fore-knows that they will take place as they

will take place, that is, in consequence of his detei-mination.—
How is it with yourselves ? You know what your actions will be

43*
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next week, or next year, so far as you have determined what they

shall be, and so far as you can be sure that your determination

will be carried into effect. You do not first know what you will

do, and then purpose to do it ; but you purpose to do it, and

then, so far as your purpose can be trusted, you know what your

conduct will be.

In regard to God's own future acts ; it is unquestionable that

he fore-knows them only as he predetermines them, and because he

predetermines them. But how is it with the events which take

place among his creatures ? I answer, the same is true of them,

so far as they defend on what Crod does. If they result from

any causes or influences which he appoints ; then he fore-knows

them as resulting from those causes or influences ; that is, he

fore-knows them as they are— fore-knows them truly. The

death of the whole human race, except Noah and his family,

was the natural consequence of the deluge ; and God prede-

termined their death as the consequence of the deluge. And
he knew beforehand that they would die, because he had pur-

posed that which would certainly cause their death. You may

say, that even the deluge was not the immediate act of Grod,

but was the consequence of natural causes. This may be grant-

ed. Still those natural causes themselves depended ultimately

and entirely on the will and agency of God ; and he fore-knew

their operation and effects as thus depending on himself. He
could not fore-know them in any other way, because this was

the true and the only way in which they could exist ; and to

suppose that he knew them in any other way, would be to sup-

pose that he knew them as they were not, that is, that he made

a mistake.

Take a case with which we are more specially concerned in

this discussion. God eternally fore-knew that Peter and John

and James would become true believers. But they became

true believers in consequence of the special influence of his

Spirit. He knew that they never would beheve, if left without

that influence. He knew they would beheve, because he knew

they would have that influence ; and he knew they would

have it, because he purposed to grant it to them. He cer-
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tainly fore-knows Avho -will repent from this time to the end of the

world. He knows men will not repent, unless by his Spirit he

^ves them repentance ; he knows to whom he has determined to

give repentance, and of course he knows who will repent. It is

not true, that he first knows Avho will repent, and then determines

to give them repentance. The same remarks are applicable to

everything which takes place. All events depend either directly

on God's will and agency, or on those causes or influences, which

are arranged and put in operation by his sovereign providence.

Even the sins of wicked men result from the various influences

which act upon them or within them ; and God knows beforehand

that they will result from them. The king of Egypt, with the

character which he had, and in the circumstances in which he was

placed, did himself, as a free, moral agent, refuse to let the chil-

dren of Israel depart. And God knew beforehand that he would

refuse. And God, for important reasons, determined to order all

thuigs respecting Pharaoh, as he did order them, knowing perfectly

how he would act in consequence of such ordering. And univer-

sally, God knows that sinners, if left without the renewing of the

Holy Ghost, will continue in sin. He certainly knows how

many of the human race will continue in sin, because he knows

how many he has determined to leave to pursue their own cho-

sen course. He knows that being what they are, they will, of

their own free choice, refuse to repent, in consequence of

their depraved hearts, and in consequence of his withholding

from them that influence of the Spirit, to which they have no

claim, but without which they never will turn from their sins.

Forget not that God foreknows all the events in the moral

world as they are, that is, as dependent directly or indirectly

upon his sovereign purpose, and the correspondent ordering of

his providence. I maintain it as a universal truth, that God
fore-knows things as lyredetermined directly or consequently Tyy

his sovereign will; in other words, as resulting either directly

from his agency, or from those circumstances and influences

which he appoints. Accordingly, in the order of nature, his

purpose is before his fore-knowledge. His fore-knowledge pre-

supposes it, and is grounded upon it.



LECTURE XXXIX.

THE OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE DOCTKINE OF THE DIVINE PUR-

POSES, PARTICULARLY AS TO FREE, MORAL AGENCY, EXAMINED.

In this and the following Lecture, I propose to examine the prin-

cipal objections, "which have been urged against the doctrine of the

Divine Purposes.

Some of the objections against this doctrine manifestly arise

from a mistaken idea of the doctrine. Many persons, and some

whom we cannot but regard as real Christians, fail of forming a

just conception of the doctrine, or they mistake in supposing that

certain appendages belong to it, or that certain consequences flow

from it, with which it is by no means chargeable. For the satis-

faction of such persons, it is important that we should give clear,

definite, and scriptural explanations. Some objections are occa-

sioned by the faulty phraseology of its advocates. Terms are used,

which admit of different senses. , If one of the senses is adopted,

the doctrine set forth is false ; whereas, if another sense is adopted,

the doctrine is true. On this account, we should carefully define

the sense in which we use words, and then steadily adhere to it.

But in some cases it is expedient to substitute other terms, which

are free from ambiguity, and which convey our meaning as defi-

nitely and exactly as possible. For example ; the word decree,

which is generally used to denote the doctrine, is ambiguous ; and

persons very frequently carry in their minds more or less of the

Scriptural sense of the word, and thus have an impression, though

it may be indistinct, that what is called the divine decree, is obli-

gatory upon us, and that we cannot be inculpated for acting ac-

cording to it. Now to guard against this palpable misapprehen-
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sion, I have deemed it best to substitute purpose, counsel, and

other words used bj the sacred writers. Again ; the word arbi-

trary, which properly signifies according to one's will, is often used

in a bad sense, to signify despotic. In the first sense it may justly

be applied, as it was by many of the old divines, to the purposes

and acts of God ; but in the last sense it is totally inapplicable.

Some men involve themselves in diflSculties and objections by a

habit of excessive speculation. From a mistaken estimate of their

own intellectual powers, they grasp at knowledge which is unattain-

able. They push inquiries which the human mind is not able to

answer. They pass over the line which bounds our intelhgence,

and labor to understand and explain what is not within the pro-

vince of human reason. Others mistake, by dwelHng dispropor-

tionately upon the difficult or obscure parts of the subject, and

overlooking what is plain and obvious, thus filling their minds with

doubts and objections, and depriving themselves of the benefit of a

settled, scriptural faith. If those who answer to either of these

descriptions, would bring themselves to just and satisfactory views

of the subject, it is indispensable that their habits of tliinking and

reasoning should be essentially altered, so that they may keep with-

in the lines which bound human knowledge, and may give their

chief attention to what is made evident and certain by reason or

revelation,— treating mere speculative difficulties as they deserve

to be treated, that is, with comparative neglect. The most just and

proper way of disposing of certain things, which are apt to trouble

us in our reasonings, as well as in the common affairs of life, is not

to notice them.

But the objections which it is the most difficult to obviate, are

those which arise from the disorders of the heart. The doctrine

under consideration is suited to exalt God, and to humble man.

For that very reason the proud and selfish heart is fruitful in objec-

tions. And how can you remove the objections, without removing

the inward causes from which they originate ? And in this mat-

ter, what can mere argument do ? We have uideed our part to

perform ; but for the cure of the evil we must rely upon a higher

power.
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The principal objections against the doctrine of the Divine Pur-

poses, and indeed all the objections in the way of reasoning, which

appear to be of special consequence, are two. First ; the doctrhie

is thought to be inconsistent with our free, moi^al agency ; and

secondly, it is thought to be inconsistent with the moral 2yerfectionii

of Grod.

First. The doctrine is thought to be inconsistent with our free,

moral, accountable agency. If God has foreordained whatsoever

comes to pass,— if he has, by an unchangeable purpose, deter-

mined what our conduct shall be ; how can we be free and account-

able agents ?

I reply. Our actions must be determined by something ; for no

one can suppose our actions are what they are by chance, that is,

without anything to determine them. Now may we not be free,

moral agents, if our actions are determined by a divine purpose,

as well as if they are determined by anything else ? If they are

determined by an unintelhgent, physical cause ; then surely we

shall lose our free agency. Say that we determine our actions

ourselves, by our own "will, independently of any other cause, and

that in this way we are evidently free, moral agents. But should we

not be as much in danger of being enslaved or turned into machines

by our own will, which is so fallible and capricious, as by the will

of our wise and benevolent Creator ? Again. It is doubtless es-

sential to free, moral agency, that you should yourselves be real

agents, and should, as intelligent, voluntary beings, determine your

own actions. Now you may be as real agents, and may as truly

determine your own actions, if they were previously determined by

God, as if they were not. For surely God's purpose respecting

your agency, does not prevent or destroy it. Suppose you your-

selves had previously determined your present action, and, the time

being come, you determine it now ; and in conformity with your

determination, you actually do the deed. Does that determination

interfere with your free moral agency in the case ? And why

should you think that (rod's previous determination interferes with

your free agency, any more than your own previous determmation ?

May it not be, that you yourself do now as really determi le your



OBJECTIONS EXAMINED. 515

own present action, on the supposition that God before determined

it, as on the supposition that you before determined it ? — Suppose

that in any case you perform a particular action, and that you

do it with deliberation, and in accordance with your own disposi-

tion, your own choice, your own will, your own free -will,— and, if

you please, with your own self-determining will ;— in a word, that

you do it with all the circumstances which you can possibly look

upon as belonging to free moral agency. You are perfectly con-

scious of being free and accountable, conscious of possessing and

fully exercising all the powers and faculties which a moral agent

can be conceived to possess. Afterwards you find out, that another

being, that is, God, certainly knew beforehand that you would per-

form that very action. Would the fact of its being fore-known

alter the action ? Would it alter your views of it ? The action

most surely is the same, as if it had not been fore-known. And

suppose you find out, that God predetermined the action— the

very action which you performed with a perfect consciousness that

it was your own free action. Would the fact of its having been

predetermined alter the action ? Would it alter your views of

the action ? Did it alter the views which the murderers of Christ

had of their conduct, when they were told that they had done what

God determined before to be done ? Whatever was the influence

of God's purpose, it could not have been such, as to affect in any

way the nature, the freedom, or the accountableness of the action,

or of the agent,— except to prevent all infringement of his free-

dom and accountableness.

I ask then, why it should be supposed that our actions having

been foreordained, is inconsistent with our accountable agency.

It cannot be inconsistent, unless it supersedes or diminishes some-

thing which goes to constitute such agency. If our moral agency,

and everything which belongs to it, remains unimpaired and unm-

terrupted under a divine predetermination ;
— if we act as freely

and have as perfect a moral agency while our actions are foreor-

dained, as we could have on any other supposition ; then certainly

there is no inconsistency between them. And it fairly belongs to

those who allege that there is an inconsistency, to support their
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allegation, and to tell us wherein the inconsistency lies. And
we might properly stop here, regarding the charge of inconsisten-

cy as a mere pretence, until some evidence, besides a bare affirma-

tion, is offered to prove its existence. But waving this privilege
;

I shall endeavor clearly to evince, that the divine purpose and our

moral agency are perfectly consistent, and that the objection ia

destitute of weight.

I remark then, in the first place,— it is possible that the eter-

nal purpose of God is consistent with our free moral agency. The

apprehension, which is so apt to arise in the mind that the two

things are inconsistent, may possibly be groundless. The human

mind is very liable to mistake, and it may mistake here. We must

admit that such a being as God, the Author of our existence, may

possibly determine our actions, and carry his determination into ef-

fect, in such a manner as not to interfere with our freedom or re-

sponsibility. Our nature, our attributes, and our mode of acting

as moral agents may be such, as to admit of the existence of a di-

vine predetermination. It may be true, that our moral agency itself

is one of the things which God has fixed in his eternal purpose

;

and of course it may be, that our moral agency is as certain as God's

purpose. Yea, it may be, that all the free agency which we have

or ever can have, is the direct and sure result of God's unchange-

able and efficacious purpose. It is undoubtedly possible, that God

eternally determined to make us free, moral agents, the proper sub-

jects of his law. And he may have determined so to order every

thing which can have an influence upon us, as to make it certain

that we shall always be moral agents, and shall always be and feel

ourselves to be justly accountable to the Supreme Lawgiver.—
All this is certainly jyossihle with God. Accordingly, no one has a

right to make the broad affirmation, that God cannot predetermine

our actions, and yet our actions be perfectly free and justly accoun-

table.— And if self-determination, in any sense, is found to be an

attribute of a moral agent ; it is possible that even this may con-

sist with a divine predetermination, as well as with anything else.

All the self-determining power which we have, whatever it may be,

was given to us by God. And it is possible that God eternally

purposed to give us what we have.
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But I do not stop with stating the bare possibility that God's

eternal purpose may consist with our moral agency ; although this

is sufficient to check the confidence and rashness of those who

affirm, that the two things cannot consist together. My next

position is that it is not only possible, hut jyrohahle^ that the pur-

pose of God and our free agency are consistent. It is certainly

probable that God, of whom and through whom are all things,

determined beforehand to give us such an existence and to endue

us with such powers and faculties as w^e have ;
— and it is probable

that the purpose of God, and all his agency in executing it, will be

found to be such as not to disturb the free exercise of our powers.

Considering his design in making us moral and accountable

beings, it is, to say the least, highly probable that he will treat us

as such, and that he will so order our condition, and so adapt his

operations to our moral nature, that everything which belongs to

accountable creatures, shall be secured to us. Considering what

God is, and what we are, we must regard it as exceedingly im-

probable, that his purpose, and the nature and mode of acting

which belong to us as moral beings, will in any respect be incon-

sistent with each other ; in other words, that God will ever pur-

pose anything, or do anything, which will prevent his rational

creatures from being what he made them to be, and what he

determined they should be. As God has created us to be the

subjects of his moral government, we must think it altogether

probable that whatever he does or designs to do, will be consistent

with our character and condition as subjects of his government

;

that he purposed so to form and govern the moral world, that

there should be no jar in his system, and no infringement on his

part upon the rational and moral nature which he has given to his

creatures.

. But I add, in the third place, that there is clear and certain

evidence^ that God's purpose arid ojian's moral agency are actually

consistent. What I before affirmed to be possible and probable, I

am now to show to be a certain truth.

The doctrine of the divine purpose is a plain, certain truth, and

the doctrine of our free moral agency is also a plain, certain truth.

VOL. I. 44
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The evidence on -which these truths rest is different, being in each

case adapted to the nature of the subject. But though the

evidence of the two truths is of a different nature, it is not on

that account any the less clear and convincing. We have clear

proof of the divine purposes from his known attributes, his works,

and his word. The evidence arising from each of these sources,

especially from all of them together, is so clear and full, as to

leave not the least room for doubt. It is perfect moral demon-

stration. There is no doctiine of natural or revealed rehgion

which is supported by more convincing arguments. And the evi-

dence in this case is perfectly suited to the nature of the subject,

and is the highest evidence which can be desired or conceived.

The other truth, our free, moral agency, rests on evidence equally

clear— the evidence of our consciousness. We know that the

rainbow has such colors, by the sense of seeing, and that a stone

is hard, by the sense of feeling. Seeing and feehng afford all

the evidence which can be desired. We never seek evidence

from the sense of hearing or tasting, to convince us of the colors

of the rainbow, or the hardness of a stone. The same is true of

our moral agency. We are conscious of it. We feel it. We
know it. When a man sees light he knows that he sees it. And
if he should say that light does not exist, or that he does not see

it, he would say what he knows to be false. So if a man should

say that he is not a free, moral agent, or that he does not know

himself to be so, he would say what he knows to be false. We
know our own free agency in the only way in which it is possible

we should know it. If you should attempt, as some have done, to

prove it by logical arguments, your arguments would be of no

value, and you would fail of producing belief, just as you would,

if you should attempt, in the same way, to prove the existence of

light or the existence of pain. If a man wants the sense of

vision, and does not himself see light, your arguments would avail

nothing. If he sees light, your arguments are needless. So, if

we were not conscious of being free moral agents, your arguments

to convince us that we are such would be unavailing. As we are

conscious of this— as we know it, your arguments to prove it are
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uot called for. And if you attempt to prove a thing in a way in

which it cannot be proved, instead of producing behef, you may

fill the mind with doubt.

It is indeed true, that the law, and the gospel, and the divine

government in this world and in the world to come, and many

other things, imply or presuppose, that we are moral and account-

able beings. But none of these could furnish a convincing proof

of it, or induce us to believe it, independently of our conscious-

ness. If the divine law and government should be what they

now are, and we were not conscious of moral, accountable agency,

that law and government could have no bearing upon us.

We have then the two doctrines before us— God's eternal pur-

pose, and man's free moral agency,— both supported by evidence

which is clear and perfect, and suited to produce unwavering belief.

Take each one by itself, and consider it honestly and fairly, and

you must believe it. And if you believe each, you believe both.

This is sufficient. If you believe both to be true, you believe

them to be consistent with each other. Their consistency is

involved in their truth. Such is the nature of the mind, that if

you believe two doctrines to be true, you do and must believe

them to be consistent ; and if you know them both to be true, you

know them to be consistent. To assert the contrary is a contra-

diction. And to believe the contrary would be to set aside the

laws of our intelligent nature.

There is however a question, which we may not find it so easy to

answer ; namely, lioiv are the two things consistent ? In what way

can their compatibility with each other be explained ? The ques-

tion, are they consistent,— I promptly answer in the affirmative.

If you require me to prove the fact of their consistency, I point

you to the evidence which shows each of them to be true. But

if you ask whether I can show how they are consistent,— or can

explain in what manner they can be reconciled with each other ; I

answer, this is what I do not undertake. And were I able to give

an answer, it might be of no use. The benefit which comes to

us from any doctrines, comes from a full, unwavering belief of

their truth. It is the truth itself, brought into contact with the
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mind, and made the property of the mind by faith— it is this which

proves sahitary. And the more directly we look upon the truth

itself, the less we are diverted from it by other things, the more

firm our belief of it, and the more tenaciously we keep hold of it

;

the greater will be the good we derive from it.

There is, I hold, no need of our ever attempting to explain how

the divine purpose is consistent with our moral agency. And if

any one should be continually asking, how they are consistent ; I

would just ask him how they are inconsistent. Let him labor a

while at that. If he will fairly prove that either of the two doc-

trines is false, while the other is true, I will admit the fact of their

inconsistency. But while he fails to prove either of them to be

false, I can by no means admit that they are inconsistent. If he

still asserts an inconsistency, I shall require him to show how two

doctrines, Avhich are both true, are or can be inconsistent ; which

will be the same as for him to show, how both of the doctriaes can

be true, while one of them is not true.

But there is another way of satisfying ourselves of the consist-

ency of the two doctrines, and that is, actual experience,— expe-

rience in the largest sense, uniform and universal experience.

This is a sure test in all cases where we can avail ourselves of it.

If there had been any inconsistency— if the one had interfered

with the other ; it must have been discovered before now. The

divine purpose in regard to the actions of men has existed and has

been executed thousands of years, as the Bible teaches. Has it

ever superseded or interfered with men's moral agency ? On the

other hand, free moral agency has been m the world, and has for

thousands of years been showing itself in all conceivable forms.

But has it ever interfered with the divine purpose, or prevented

the execution of it ? The two things have existed and operated

every year, and every day— yea, every moment, since the crea-

tion of the world, and have worked together with as entire consist-

ency, as either could have worked alone ;
— worked alone, did I

say?— why, in a moral world, neither of them could possibly

have existed alone.

Consult the history of divine providence, so far as it is contained
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in the Bible, and see how the purposes of God respectmg the mor-

al world are continually brought into view ; and see how they have

continually been carried into effect, not only among free, moral

agents, but in and by their/ree, moral actions. Look at the known

purposes of God respecting Abraham and his posterity. What an

inconceivable multitude of moral agents and moral actions were in-

volved in their accomplishment. It was by means of those free,

moral agents and acts, that God's designs were executed.— Turn

offyour mind from irrelevant, fruitless, and perplexing speculations,

and attend to the teachings of God's word and providence. Read

the history of Jacob's family, particularly of Joseph. God'? pur-

pose in every case was accomplished by means suited to the end,

— means divinely appointed, consisting cliiefly in the good and bad

actions of men. The purpose of God moved on in connection with

the actions of men, and their actions moved on with the purpose of

God, and accomplished it. They were jomed together in the

whole course of providence. They never interfered with each

other. Now if in the instances referred to, man's moral actions

have consisted with the unchangeable purpose of God, they may

consist, and doubtless do consist with it in all other cases. God

determines what shall take place among moral beings in one in-

stance as much as in another ; in all instances, as much as in any.

As however the argument from history and experience is cumu-

lative, I shall give a few more examples, in which the divine pur-

pose is represented as joined with man's free agency. And I shall

select those, which are peculiarly striking and which present the

greatest difficulties in speculation.

In rehearsing the history of the journey which the Israelites

made from Egypt to Canaan, Moses [Deut. 2: 30] mentions the

reasonable request they made to Sihon to let them pass through his

land. Sihon and his people were exceedingly wicked and the time

for their merited punishment had arrived. Accordingly, " Sihon

would not let us pass by him," said Moses, " for the Lord thy

God hardened his spirit and made his heart obstinate, that he

might dehver him into thme hand." This was God's purpose.

And he so ordered things that his purpose was accomplished.

44*
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Sihon was so infatuated, that he came out in war against the Israel-

ites,— though the Israehtes were very peaceful and honorable.

And the Lord delivered Sihon and his people into the hand of the

Israehtes, who m obedience to the divine direction, destroyed them,

and laid their cities waste. Here you see the design of God to

visit the wickedness of Sihon and his people with a just punish-

ment. You see that God so ordered things, that Sihon's heart

should be turned against the Israelites, and that, contrary to his

own interest, he should refuse to let them pass through his land,—
for this very purpose, Scripture says, that he might deliver him into

the hand of the Israelites. Sihon was a moral, accountable agent

and was exceedingly depraved and hard hearted in refusing to

comply with the proposal of the Israehtes. And in consequence

of his refusal, he and his people were cut off. The case is very

plain. Who can read the passage without understanding the

meaning ?

There is a similar passage in Joshua 11: 20. Joshua made war

against the various tribes of Canaanites, as God had commanded.

And the sacred historian says :
" There was not a city that made

peace with the children of Israel, save the Hivites, the inhabitants

of Gibeon. All the others they took ui battle. For it was of the

Lord to harden their hearts that they should come against Israel

in battle, that he might destroy them utterly— as the Lord com-

manded Moses." The iniquity of the Canaanites was now full

;

and God's purpose was that they should be cut off, and that the

Israelites should come into possession of the land promised to their

fathers. God so arranged things in his providence, that the

Canaanites should come in battle against the Israehtes, and thus

subject themselves to the righteous judgments of heaven. How
evident it is, that God's purpose consisted with man's moral ac-

countable agency.

The case of Senacherib is equally striking. God's express pur-

pose was, to send that fierce and cruel monarch to inflict severe

punishment upon the rebellious children of Israel. He did send

him ; and that tyrant did inflict the mtended punishment. The

divine purpose was a just and unchangeable purpose, and the
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agency of Senacherib -was moral and accountable. And the

Prophet Isaiah tells us, that for that very conduct, by -which God's

purpose was accomphshed, Senacherib was himself visited with a

terrible destruction. He executed the divine purpose ; but he was

none the less guilty for that ; because, as the Prophet says, he did

it wickedly. And no wicked, blood-thirsty tyrant ever deserved

punishment, more than he did. Read the passage, Isa. 10th, and

observe how manifest it is, that the purpose of God and the free

moral agency of man existed together without interference. What-

ever else is obscure or difficult, this is plain.

Christ's death is generally and with great propriety referred to

in this connection. It was the design of God that Christ should

be crucified for the redemption of the world, and that he should be

crucified by his enemies. From the nature of the case, he could

not be crucified and slain by his friends. It was a work for the

accomplishment of which they were not fit instruments. Accord-

ingly his enemies were employed. And the history shows, and

the Apostle Peter expressly declares, that they did it with wicked

hands, and that they did what the hand and counsel of Grod deter-

mined before to he done.

Let no one suppose, that the cases I have mentioned are essen-

tially difierent from others. The whole series of moral actions,

yea, the whole series of sinful actions among men are to be re-

garded as standing in two relations. They are related to the pur-

pose and providence of God ; and in this relation they take place

according to the counsel of his will, and accomplish his holy ends-

The same actions are also related to man, who is a free, moral

agent, and justly accountable for his conduct. Here is a great

system of rational beings, who are to exist forever, and to be for-

ever putting forth free, moral actions ;— and all under the control

and in accordance Avith the purpose of God, and so directed and

overruled as to accomplish the ends of his benevolence and his jus-

tice. In this moral universe God will do all his pleasure. The

wrath of man, as well as the piety of man, shall praise him. The

Lord reigneth, and he reigneth in the midst of holy beings, and in

the midst of sinful beings. And what has been true in past ages,
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and is now true, will be true in all ages to come. Men have their

province as free moral agents, and as large a province as they could

reasonably desire. But thej are dependent on God, and they

cannot get away from his sovereign dominion, or frustrate his pur-

poses.

It is not so common for objections to be made against the doc-

trine, that God pre-determines the good actions of men. And yet

there is the same ground of objection. For if God's pre-deter-

mining the sinful actions of men interferes with their freedom and

accountability ; it must equally interfere with their freedom and

accountability to pre-determine their good actions. But it has

been made evident from universal experience and observation, and

from the facts exhibited in the Scriptures, that there is no inter-

ference in either case. Christians, who are conscious of free moral

agency, gratefully acknowledge that, in all their acts of obedience,

God works in them to will and to do, and that he does it accord-

ing to his purpose. It is clear then, from experience and observa-

tion, and the teachings of Scripture, that the purpose of God has

existed in connection with the free, moral agency of men, both

good and bad, and that both have moved on together without the

least interference, or the least appearance of inconsistency. Hence

the objection, which has so often been urged as conclusive against

the doctrine of the divine purposes, is entirely groundless and

futile.



LECTURE XL.

THE PURPOSES OF GOD. OBJECTIONS EXAMINED, PARTICULAELY

THAT FROM HIS MORAL ATTRIBUTES.

The other objection wliich we are to consider is, that our doc-

trine is inconsistent ivitli the iiwral perfections of God.

Now in what point of view is the doctrine supposed to be in-

consistent with God's perfections ? It cannot be that the mere

fact of God's having a purpose, is thought to be objectionable

;

for this manifestly results from his inteUigence and goodness.

You cannot conceive that God is an intelligent and good being,

and yet has no purpose or design. Those who most strenuously

object to the doctrine of God's purposes, would make no objec-

tion, if they behaved them to be in accordance with their wishes.

And if his purposes were in all respects what they desire them

to be, they would never object to their being eternal and im-

mutable. They would regard it as a very pleasmg doctrine,

that God eternally determined to proceed in his government,

and to manage their affairs and the affairs of others, according

to their judgment and choice. I say then, that men do not ob-

ject that there are divine purposes, but that they are what

they are. Let us then examine the force of the objection in

this point of view.

From the very nature of the case it is evident, that the pur-

poses of God, as they are presented before us in his word and

providence, are the direct result and manifestation of his per-

fections ; so that, if you object to his purposes, you must for the

same reason object to his perfections. If you have no objection

against his perfections, you cannot consistently have any against
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his purposes. These remarks show the real position of objec-

tors. For it will be found, that instead of objecting to the

purposes of God because they are contrary to his perfections,

they really object to his perfections. While they assume the ap-

pearance of veneration for God's moral attributes, those attri-

butes are in fact the object of their dislike. I say then to any

objectors,— why do you so impose upon yourselves as to think,

that you object to the purposes of God's infinite mind as they are

made known in his word and providence, because they are con-

trary to his moral attributes, when it is in reality because those

purposes are contrary to your inclinations, and tend to thwart

your favorite pursuits ? Inquire then, whether this is a proper

ground of objection. If your inchnations and pursuits are wrong,

it is certainly right that the divine purposes should be opposed to

them. And if you object to God's purposes on this ground, it is

easy to see where the fault lies.

I again press the inquiry. Why do you allege that the pur-

poses of God are contrary to his moral attributes ? You say,

perhaps, that your objection lies against the common orthodox

doctrine, because it imputes to God such purposes, as would he

contrary to his moral attributes. To this I reply, that if any

doctrine imputes purposes to God which are not ascribed to him

in the Scriptures, and which are not made manifest in divine

providence ; that is not the doctrine which I have undertaken to

defend. The divine purposes of which I speak, are those which

are plainly declared in the Bible, and plainly executed in the

divine administration. The doctrine which asserts these, is the

doctruie which I maintain. The question returns ; why do you

object to the purposes of God ? Is it because his purposes are

different from those which would be dictated by the wisdom of

man ? But this is far from being a just ground of objection.

For our wisdom is very imperfect, and adapted only to a very

small sphere of action. Oui* minds, when most enlarged, fall infi-

nitely short of comprehending the system of the universe. All the

judgments which we naturally form, proceed from imperfect and

narrow views. And how can we suppose that the all comprehensive
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plan v>-hich infinite wisdom has adopted, will be level to our under-

standing, and will be such, as we in our ignorance and littleness

should have contrived ?

The objection which we are considering, is most frequently

urged against the divine purposes in relation to two points ; the

existence of evil, and the distinction which is made between the elect

and the non-elect.

As to the first ; the objector says, the supposition that God
foreordained the existence of sin and misery is irreconcilable with

his holiness and goodness. I freely acknowledge, that all the

attempts of Calvinists, Arminians and Pelagians to account phi-

losophically for the existence of evil, and to remove the difficulties

attending the subject, have failed of giving satisfaction. This

failure cannot be attributed to any one theological or metaphysical

system in distinction from others. It belongs to them all ; though

in different degrees. I shall here quote a passage from Dr.

Whately's work on the writings of St. Paul. " I would suggest

one caution relative to a class of objections frequently urged

against the Calvinistic scheme— those drawn from the moral attri-

butes of the Deity, which, it is contended, render the reprobation

of a large class of mankind an absolute impossibility. That such

objections do reduce the predestinarian to a great strait, is undeni-

able ;
— and not s6ldom are they urged with exulting scorn, with

bitter invective, and almost with anathema. But we should be

very cautious how we employ such weapons, as may recoil upon

ourselves. Arguments of this description have often been addu-

ced, such as, I fear, will crush beneath the ruins of the hostile

structure the blind assailant who has overthrown it. It is a

frightful but undeniable truth, that multitudes even in Christian

countries, are born and brought up under such circumstances, as

afford them no probable, often no possible chance of obtaining a

knowledge of Christian truths, or a habit of moral conduct, but

are even trained from infancy in superstitious ei'ror and gross

depravity. Why this should be permitted neither Calvinist nor

Arminian can explain ; nay, why the Almighty docs not cause to

die in the cradle every infant whose future wickedness and misery,
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if suffered to grow up, he foresees,— is what no system of relig-

ion, natural or revealed, will enable us satisfactorily to account for.

In truth these are merely branches of the one great difficulty, the

existence of evil, which may almost be called the only difficulty in

theology. It assumes indeed various shapes. It is by many

hardly recognized as a difficulty ; and not a few have professed

and believed themselves to have solved it ; but it still meets them,

though in some new and disguised form, at every turn ;— like a

resistless stream, which when one channel is dammed up, immedi-

ately forces its way through another. And as the difficulty is

not peculiar to any one hypothesis, but bears equally on all,

whether of revealed or of natural religion, it is better, in point of

prudence as well as of fairness, that the consequences of it shotJd

not be pressed as an objection agamst any. The Scriptures do

not pretend, as some have rashly imagined, to clear up this awful

mystery ; they give us no explanation of the original cause of the

evil that exists ; but they teach us how to avoid its effects. And

since they leave this great and perplexing question just where

they find it, it is better for us to leave it among the secret things

which belong unto the Lord our God, and to occupy ourselves with

the things which are revealed, and which concern us practically

— which belong unto us and to our children, that we may " do all

the words of God's law."

Being satisfied of the justice of these remarks I shall not

undertake to solve the difficult problem here brought before you.

But if you allege that the doctrine which represents God as pre-

determining the existence of evil, is inconsistent with his moral

perfections, I call for the reasons of this allegation. Those objec-

tors with whom I am concerned admit, that the Scriptures are the

word of God, and contain a just exhibition of his attributes and

liis purposes. Now do not the Scriptures teach, that in many

instances God predetermined the sins of men ? A careful exam-

ination of the subject will show, that your objection really lies

against the word of God. And I cannot see how you can consis-

tently reject the common doctrine, while you receive the Bible as

the standard of your faith. Even if you give up the Bible, and
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go to the works of God, and to the teachings of natural rea-

son, you will meet with the same difficulty,— a difficulty which

the wisest heathen philosophers have been utterly unable either to

evade or to solve. Evil does exist. It exists in a world which

God planned and created ; and which he created knowing per-

fectly what it would be. It exists in a world formed by him who

possesses infinite wisdom and power, and who, if he had chosen,

could have formed and governed the world so as to exclude it.

If you deny that God could have done this, then you must hold

to a necessity, which was superior to the will of an omnipotent

God, and prevented him from doing what he chose to do. Evil

exists, and it exists either according to God's purpose, or contrary

to it. If according to his purpose,— you have the Calvinistic

doctrine. If contrary to his purpose, then there was some prin-

ciple or power, which prevailed over God's power, and succcess-

fuUy resisted his will, in the first formation or in the government

of intelUgent creatures.

The objector says, that the very fact that God predetermined

the existence of sua and eternally included it in the plan of

the intelligent creation, is directly contrary to his holiness,

and contrary to the requisitions of his law. I freely acknowl-

edge that there is, to our imperfect understanding, a mighty dif-

ficulty here ; and all I can pretend to do, is to show that God's

predetermining the existence of sin, is not in fact either con-

trary to his holiness or inconsistent with his giving us such a law.

Sin is indeed contrary to God's holiness. But there is no sin in

God ; and there is nothing in his purposes, in his law or govern-

ment, which gives it any countenance. There is, I admit, an ap-

pearance of inconsistency in this case. But because to our weak

fallible minds two things appear inconsistent, is it therefore cer-

taui that they are inconsistent ? May it not be that the clearer

light which we hope for in the future state, will show us that there

never was any inconsistency, and that the appearance of it which

once troubled us, was the consequence of our ignorance ? We
often make use of a consideration like this, to satisfy the minds of

children. Many things come before them with an appearance of

VOL. I. 45
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inconsistency. We tell them those things once appeared in-

consistent to us ; but that we are now satisfied that thej are

perfectly consistent. And we tell them to wait awhile, and they

will be satisfied too.

Do you ask in what particular way, or by what means, I myself

have become satisfied, that God's foreordaining moral evil is rec-

oncilable with his moral perfections and with his commands ? If

a reply to such an inquiry may be of any use to you, I will give

it freely.

In coming to a satisfactory view of this subject, I first shall lay

it down as a settled principle, that the Bible is the word of God,

and that it teaches the truth, and teaches it intelligibly and

plainly. I then feel it to be my duty to come to it as a learner,

and to receive whatever God declares, as certain truth, whether

conformed or not to my previous conceptions. And I expect,

as a matter of course, that this divine teacher will show me, that

many of the notions which I have entertained are erroneous, and

will reveal many things which are new and strange, and contrary

to what I should have supposed to be true. I come thus directly

to the word of God, resolved to receive with an implicit faith

whatever it teaches. And what does it teach in regard to the

present subject ? It teaches, that God is perfectly holy and that

he requires holiness of us ; that he hates sin, and forbids it, and

will inflict the most dreadful punishment on those who commit it.

This the Bible teaches. This I therefore regard as certain truth.

And henceforth I hold, with unwavering confidence, that G-od is

holy ; that he hates sin, and in his law forbids it, and enforces

the prohibition by a severe penalty. But the same inspired

book teaches, that, in many instances, God foreordained the very

sin which he hates, and which his law forbids. "What now shall

I do ? Shall I call in question the holiness of God ? Shall I

doubt whether his law is a true expression of his heart ? No.

Shall I then deny that in the instances referred to he has prede-

termined the existence of sin ? I cannot do t^is, because I be-

lieve that the word of God teaches nothing but what is true.

What then am I to do ? The answer is, believe both ; and that
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because the Infallible word of God declares both ;— which is

perfect evidence that both are true, and that God intends I shall

believe both. What ! believe them both, when I am not able to

see how they can be reconciled ? Yes ; I will believe them both,

though quite unable to see how they can be reconciled. And as

I have such evidence as leads me to beheve that they are both

true ; I believe one thing more ; namely, that they are consistent

with each other, and that they can be reconciled. But how can

I believe them consistent, when they appear inconsistent ? An-

swer. I believe that the appearance of inconsistency is fallacious.

Each of the two points is known to be a truth, and I am sure

that every truth is consistent with every other truth, and that

God sees the consistency, and that I should see it, if I had suf-

ficient knowledge. I do then believe them consistent, because I

have evidence of their consistency. What evidence ? Why, the

same evidence I have, that they are both true. It is certainly

reasonable to believe that which is fairly proved, though contrary

to present appearances. I believe without hesitation that the sun

is vastly larger than the earth, though it appears so small. I be-

lieve this contrary to the appearance, because I have evidence

that the appearance is deceptive- Thus, on the ground of com-

plete proof of the holiness of God, and of his purposing the exis-

tence of evil, I am brought to believe them both ; and, in oppo-

sition to every appearance of inconsistency, to believe them per-

fectly consistent. Sometimes it is my practice to dismiss the

question of their consistency, and content myself with believing

each of the truths. There is evidence of this truth, and there is

evidence of that. I will therefore receive them both as truths,

and pass unnoticed the question of their consistency, as the Scrip-

tures do. The sacred writers teach with great clearness, that

God predetermined the existence of those very sins, which were

forbidden by his law, and against which he showed his holy dis-

pleasure. They teach that men " with wicked hands" " do that

which he determmed before to be done," and for which he fur-

nishes them,— implying that his previous purpose does not inter-

fere with his hohness and justice. The sacred writers teach both.
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But they never undertake to show how they are to be reconciled.

I would copy their example, fully behoving both truths, and leav-

ing them to work out their own reconciliation.

Now I should be satisfied, even if nothing more could be said

on the subject. But I have other reflections which I will lay

before you, and which will make a still more complete disclosure

of the history of m}'- own mind, and which will, I hope, contribute

something to the satisfaction of others.

And here I ask myself, whether this or any other train of reflec-

tions can lead me to believe two propositions, which are really con-

tradictory ? I answer, no. But it may lead me to believe two prop-

ositions which have an appearance of being contradictory. And
this is only saying, that clear evidence may satisfy me, that an

impression which has been made on my mind, is false. The evi-

dence in such a case may be so clear, as completely to erase the

impression, so that it shall no longer have any influence upon the

mind. The first and the natural impression made upon all men

is, that the earth is vastly larger than the sun, and is always at

rest. And this would continue to be the impression, were it not

for the clear, demonstrative evidence, which the science of astron-

omy exhibits to the contrary. As soon as we become acquainted

with this evidence, we are satisfied that our senses are imperfect

and fallible, and that the impression we had respecting the sua

and the earth was deceptive ; and we come at length to disregard

that impression, and to beheve without doubt the principles of

science relative to the solar system.

In this way I become convinced, that the seeming contradiction

between the Divine Trinity and the Divine Unity, is not a real

contradiction. Indeed the more I examine these subjects, the

more I am convinced that there is no contradiction in the doc-

trines of Scripture, and that the allegations against them are

without any solid basis.

But in regard to the subject before me, is it not clear and cer-

tain that there is a real contradiction ? I answer, no. My saying

that God predetermined the existence of moral evil, is not neces-

sarily saying, that he is unholy. For it may be, that he predetcr-



OBJECTIONS ANSWERED. 633

mined the existence of moral evil in such a way, as to be no stain

upon his holiness. Yea, he may have predetermined it in such a

way, as not only to preserve his character for holiness, but to make

his holiness more manifest. And this higher manifestation of

his holiness may have been a reason for his purpose. But I ask

myself, whether God's purposing the existence of sin does not

necessarily imply that he looks upon it with approbation. It must

be acknowledged that for us to determine or fore-ordain the exist-

ence of sin, would betray the love of sin. But because such a

determination in us, and in our way of determining, would show

the love of sin, it does not follow that it would show the love of

sin for God, in his way, to fore-ordain its existence. Many things

are evidently right, as done by God, in Jus way of doing them,

which it would not be right for us to do in our way. The recti-

tude of an action done by God, may arise from the fact, iliat he is

G-od, and that he acts as G-od, to whom no one in heaven or earth

can be hkened. It may arise from the fact, that his manner of

domg it is such, as we are not capable of. And an action which

is seemingly of like kind in man, may be wholly unallowable,

because man is not God, and cannot do the action as G-od does it.

The action of the two is, in reahty, far from being the same.

Here I have found the source of many of the difficulties which

have arisen in my own mind, in reading the history of Pharaoh.

I am sure it would be sinful for me to do anything purposely to

harden the heart of a fellow creature. But I see that God hard-

ened Pharaoh's heart, or as the meaning may be, that he gave him

up to hardness of heart, or that he infatuated him, and that he pur-

posed to do it. But here I am stopped ; for what God really did

in that case was exceedingly different from what I should do, if I

should go about to harden a man's heart, and to influence him to

wrong and fatal conduct. In doing this, /should be accessory to

his sin. But God was not an accessory to the sin of Pharaoh. He

was in no sense a partaker of his guilt. He was infinitely distant

from it. If I should undertake such a thing, I should be guilty

of tempting a fellow creature to sin. But God does not tempt

man to sin. It was as true of Pharaoh, as ever it was of any one,

45*
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that he was tempted and drawn away of his own lust— his own
proud, wicked disposition. It would be preposterous and wicked

in me, to lay my commands upon any one, and then to order it so,

as to prevent him from complying with my commands. But what

God did was not at all hke such conduct in me. When God did

just what the sacred writer says he did, in hardening Pharaoh's

heart, he at the same time, with the holiness, the sincerity and the

authority of a God, commanded him to let the people go. In all

this God's ways were not our ways, nor his thoughts our thoughts.

Again, I find, that notwithstanding what God did in hardening

Pharaoh's heart, Pharaoh himself was chargeable with all the

guilt of his hardness and disobedience. This the whole history

makes clear. And this is the same as to say, that God's purpose

was far from being such as to make him a partaker m the sin of

Pharaoh, or to detract in the least from Pharaoh's guilt. Neither

Pharaoh's sin nor the sin of any others can be attributed to God
as Ms sin. He was not the sinning agent. All the agency he

had was as holy as any act of his own eternal mind— as holy as

holiness itself.

In this way I check my own headlong thoughts, and guard

against dishonorable apprehensions of God, by keeping in mind,

that God is not man, and that his thoughts and ways are as high

above ours, as the heavens are above the earth. But the objec-

tion in regard to God's moral attributes has often come up in this

form ; that for him to fore-ordain the existence of that which is

hurtful in its own nature, and which leads to endless suffering, is

utterly inconsistent with his infinite benevolence, which seeks to

promote, and in connection with omnipotence will promote the

highest welfare of the creation. In this case as in many others, I

can in an instant bring up a difficulty to my mind, which, though

in reality of no weight, cannot be fully obviated without much

time and labor. The manner in which I have disposed of the

difficulty just mentioned, is as follows.

The benevolence of God, of which I have abundant evidence,

must be great in proportion to the greatness of his own mind.

Our benevolence is confined to very narrow limits. But the be-
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nevolence of God is boundless, extending its regards to the im-

measurable universe, and seeking to promote the highest good of

the whole through an endless duration. In the exercise of his in-

finite wisdom, he must have adopted a plan, suited to accompUsh

that object. Now if God sees that a system which will admit evil,

is on the whole best suited to accomplish his great object ; will it

not be consistent with his benevolence to adopt it ? Nay, will not

his benevolence require him to adopt it ? Here I first resort to the

infinitude of God's benevolence, then I make the supposition that

God can best accomphsh the great object of his benevolence by a

system which has a mixture of evil. If it is so, then I say that

his benevolence will not only admit but require the adoption of such

a system. The principle implied in this train of thought is, the sub-

serviency of evil to good. God, in the exercise of his mfinite wis-

dom and benevolence, makes evil the means of promoting good.

Sin, in its own nature, is not the object of God's desire. Consid-

ered in itself, as sin, he abhors it, and forbids it. And he shows

that he abhors it, by the manner in which he treats it in his gov-

ernment. His treatment of sin is an expression of his heart in re-

gard to it. But cannot God make use of this evil thing in his mor-

al creation, as a means of the highest good ? If so, then his pur-

pose that a system shall exist containing a mixture of evil, will be

not only consistent with his benevolence, but will result from it.

But here I find it necessary to check the tendency of my
thoughts, and to qualify my reasoning, lest I should be conducted

to a false and dangerous conclusion. I ask myself, do I not in all

this hold, that God acts on the principle of doing evil that good

may come ? Far from it. God cannot do evil. He cannot com-

mit sin. He is infinitely holy. As to the moral evil which exists,

he is not the doer of it. His pm-poses and the ordering of his prov-

idence respecting sin are perfectly holy. And all the use he makes

of it, is holy and benevolent. Sinning is the act of creatures en-

tirely and exclusively— as much so as if there were no other bemg
in the universe. Though dependent on God, they have a moral

agency of their own. And when God in one way or another di-

rects and controls it, he directs and controls it as their agency, not
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his. This then is clear, that God never does evil ; that is, moral

evil, that good may come ; that aU moral evil is perpetrated by de-

pendent moral agents, and that the blame-worthiness of it belongs

to them wholly and exclusively.

Thus far my mind is settled. On the supposition that God can,

in a perfectly holy manner, make evil subservient to the greatest

good, it is nowise inconsistent with his infinite benevolence to pur-

pose the existence of it in his creatures.

As to the real concern which God has in this matter, it comes

before different minds under different aspects. Some choose to

present it in this light. Take mankind just as they are, moral

agents in a depraved state. God sees that in whatever circum-

stances they are placed, they will sin, unless by a special influence

he prevents. He knows that on the whole it is not best that he

should interpose to prevent their sinning, and accordingly he

purposes not to prevent it. In this view, sin is the certain conse-

quence of God's withholding or not exercising a special agency to

prevent it. This representation, so far as it goes, is I admit sub-

stantially correct, and is adapted to afford relief to many, who can-

not be relieved in any other way. But it occurs to me at once,

that this statement overlooks a principal part of the difficulty, and

leaves us at last under the necessity of submitting as entirely, as

any other view of the subject, to the unsearchable will of God.

For admitting that human beings in all circumstances will sin un-

less God shall specially interpose to prevent ; the question naturally

arises ; who made these human beings ? And why did he make

them such as they are, and give them such a decided and universal

tendency to sin ? And as he sees them to be in such a state, why

does he not interpose to prevent them from sinning ? Here are

depths which I cannot sound, and I see no way of ultimate relief,

but to remember how utterly incompetent I am to judge, and to

leave the difficulties, however great, to be disposed of by the in-

comprehensible wisdom of God.

I return now to the train of thoughts which have contributed

most to my own satisfaction. I have made the supposition, that in

the di\dne government, evil is made subservient to good ; and if so,
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that God may consistently witli his benevolence permit and appoint

it for that purpose. My next step is to inquire, whether there is

clear evidence, that this supposition is according to fact. And here

I quickly arrive at the result. For I perceive, that the principle

of the subserviency of evil to good pervades both the word and

the providence of God. The longer I live, and the more I study

the divme word and works, the more fully I am persuaded, that

this is a principle of preeminent importance in the moral system.

And in some passages, the word of God expressly teaches that it

is so. It declares that God means for good what sinners do with

evil intent; and that the wrath of man shall be turned to his

praise. And it shows that the greatest instance of good conceiva-

ble,— the salvation of sinners— is brought about by means of

the most flagrant evil in man ; and that it is brought about in this

way according to the divine purpose. The purpose of God re-

specting moral evil, viewed in this hght, I see to be perfectly con-

sistent with benevolence, and to result from it. Here I rest. God
purposes the existence of moral evil, and orders things so that it

mil take place, for the promotion of the most desirable and momen-

tous object. Were it not his intention thus to overrule it and

make it subservient to his wise and holy ends, there is not the least

reason to think he would have ordained its existence, or would have

suffered it to take place.

Once more. When I find it difficult to contemplate this subject

in its relation to the divine purpose ; I dismiss that view, and corn-

template it in its relation to the divine providence. I notice the

current of events, and treasure up the facts of my own experience.

I observe, in my own hfe and in that of others, the train of causes

and effects, of means and ends ; the mixture of good and evil, and

in many instances, the actual subserviency of evil to good. I am
struck with the wonders of providence, with the depth of its de-

signs, and the gradual unfolding of its mysteries. And after I

have obtamed what light I can, by the study of God's word and

works, I put the question to myself ; can I see anything exception-

able in the principles of the divine administration ? I can see

enough that is wrong in myself, and in my fellow-creatures. But
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can I see anything wrong in the divine conduct ?— anything at

variance with justice or goodness ? Far from it. There is no act

of God, no measure of his administration, viewed in its proper con-

nections, which is not manifestly holy, just, and good. I then turn

to the other part of the subject and say ; here in this holy, just,

and good system of the divine government, I have the counterpart

of God's eternal designs. Such as his conduct is now, such was

his previous purpose. I see the exact representation of his eternal

counsels in his present acts. These acts and these corresponding

counsels of his will are both worthy of a God.

After all, I must say, that there are objections and difficulties

which sometimes take such a shape in my mind, that the only way

to dispose of them satisfactorily is, to come down in humble sub-

mission before God.

I have remarked on the objection against the general doctrine

of the divine purposes in relation to our free moral agency, and in

relation to the moral attributes of God. But I have not yet looked

at the objection, as it respects the particular purpose of election,

having reserved this to be considered by itself. And here also I

shall take the Uberty to disclose to you the process of reasoning

which I have pursued in my own mind.

This then is the objection against the doctrine of election which

I have to meet, namely, that it is incompatible with the moral per-

fection of God that he should determine to bestow the blessings of

salvation on a part of the human race, and not on the rest. I first

try to analyze the objection. Is it contrary to God's infinite good-

ness that he should determine to bestow great and undeserved bless-

ings on a part of the human race ? Clearly not. But the thought

occurs, that the blessings conferred are undeserved, and that jus-

tice calls for punishment. In regard to this, I say to myself; sup-

pose that the difficulty is removed ; suppose that the mediation of

Christ has had such an effect, that God can be just while he par-

dons and saves them that believe. On this supposition, what is

there contrary to the moral perfections of God, in his saving a part

of those who deserve to perish ? Will it not be a great favor to

those who are saved ? And will it be any injury to those who are
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not saved ? Does he do any injustice to tliem, by showing mercy

to others ? And has he not a right to do what he will with his own ?

But I ask myself, how this is consistent with Peter's declaration,

Acts 10: 34, that Ciod is no respecter of persons. I inquire then

for the meaning of that declaration. The meaning is, as the passage

itself shows, that in every nation among Gentiles as well as Jews,

God will accept those who worship and serve him ; and in general

that he is not influenced by outward circumstances, or any per-

sonal regards, in the bestowment of his favors. If he chose men

to salvation on account of their birth, or their outward condition,

or because of any partial attachment to them ; this indeed would be

acting from respect of persons. But all this is excluded. God

does not elect men to salvation on any such grounds as these, but

from his own sovereign will, that is, for reasons which he deems suf-

ficient, but which to us are past finding out.

But is not this doctrine suited to have a bad effect on Christians ?

If they believe God has eternally made them the objects of his

special love, wiU they not be lifted up with an idea of their own

importance, and be self-complacent and proud ? This, I see, will

be the natural effect of the doctrine upon those, who presumptu-

ously think themselves to be God's chosen people, while they are

unrenewed and selfish. But the nature of the subject shows, and

facts show, that the doctrine of election, as held by real Christians,

is preeminently adapted to produce in them the deepest humility

and self-abasement, the hvehest gratitude to God, and the most de-

vout admiration of his infinite love and grace. If there is any ef-

fectual cure of the pride and vanity of the heart, it is in part at

least found in the cordial behef of this doctrine.

But does not God's eternal purpose to reneAv and save particu-

lar persons, set aside their freedom and make them machines ? To

answer this, I appeal to the inspired writers. Do they represent

the matter in this light ? I appeal to Christians. Did they ever

find in their own experience, that God's purpose to sanctify and

save them, and the corresponding operations of his grace, interfered

with their hberty, and made them mere machines ? Will they not

all testify, that it was while acting under God's effectual purpose
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and grace, that they were enabled to cast off their bondage, and

were brought into the only true liberty ?

But how often have I been troubled with the thought, that the

doctrine of election has a gloomy and painful bearing on the non-

elect ; that while it secures everlasting blessedness to God's chosen

people, it seals the everlasting misery of the rest ! Thus to my
disquieted mind, the doctrine has often been invested with de-

formity and horror. This uncomfortable view of the subject I

have met in the following way. First ; I have considered the

whole human race as iliey are, all sinners, deserving to suffer the

penalty of God's law. But God, in his rich mercy chooses some

to salvation. Does this injure the rest ? Does it in any way hinder

their salvation ? Does it bring upon them an undeserved misery ?

— a punishment above what justice requires them to suffer ? And

could it alleviate their sufferings, to see all their feUow-creatures

as miserable as they are ? An envious and malevolent disposition

is itself a source of misery, and seeing the misery of others would

afford no relief. As the non-elect never suffer more than what is

their due, they can have no ground of complaint. But this is not

saying all. For upon those who are not saved, especially upon

those who enjoy the light of revelation, God bestows unnumbered

favors ; calls them to repentance, and offers them salvation, just

as he does the elect ; and often exercises great long-suffering to-

wards them,— making it manifest, that he is rich in mercy, and

that if they perish, it will be wholly their own fault. Suppose

there was no purpose of election, and no effectual grace. Then all

would fall under a righteous condemnation. But now God, in his

sovereign mercy, determines to save a large portion of our fallen

race. The rest he leaves to pursue their own chosen way, and to

suffer exactly what they deserve ;
— and how can I complain of

the one, or the other ?

But suppose there is no purpose of God respecting this mat-

ter. I find that the same objection lies against the course of the

divine administration. Shall I then take upon me to complain

of God's actual conduct, and to say that in this thing, or in

that, God is partial and unjust ? I here have to do with facts.
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^od does not renew and save all. He does renew and save

some, and those no better in their unrenewed state, thjyi the rest.

Do I object to this fact ? And if I should deny that God by

his Spirit makes the difference, and hold that all he does is to

furnish the means of salvation, and present motives to induce

men to repent ; I should be obliged to encounter other difficulties.

For God in his providence, furnishes the means of salvation to only

a part of mankind. Only a small proportion have at present any

knowledge of Christ. Now God could send the gospel to all the

world, as easily as to a part. This providential work belongs to

him by the acknowledgment of all. But while he has caused a

part of our race to hear the glad tidings, he has left the rest in igno-

rance. Almost two thousand years have passed away since the

Advent of Christ ; during which time the Almighty Sovereign of

the world has done great and marvellous works among the nations
;

but the majority of mankind are still in pagan darkness. Here

the difficulty is as great, if not exactly the same, as I find in the

doctrine of election. So that I cannot avoid the objection, or

in the least diminish its weight, by rejecting the doctrine of the

divine purposes, inasmuch as the objection remains in full strength

in regard to the actual providence of God. But the denial of

the doctrine would involve me in real and distressing difficulties

respecting the character of God, who, on that principle, must be

considered as acting without 'design or purpose, and of course

without wisdom ;— difficulties too respecting the Scriptures, which

I believe to be the word of God, and Avhich clearly teach a

doctrine which I now consider as unworthy of my belief. How

can I dispose of such difficulties as these ? How quickly am I

confounded,— how does my own reason resent the indignity put

upon it, if I try to think of God as existing eternally without any

purposes in his own mind, and as engaging in the works of crea-

tion and providence without determining what he will do, or Avhat

ends he will accomplish !— or if I try to think of God's actual

administration as anything but the execution of his wise and be-

nevolent purposes ! And how could I manage to keep up my be-

lief that all Scripture is given by inspuration of God, if I should

VOL. I. 46
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reject the representations it makes of God's eternal counsels, an3

of his sovereignty in the kingdom of providence and grace ?

But I find passages which very emphatically declare that God

would not that any should perish, but that all should come to the

knowledge of the truth and be saved. I cannot deny that these

passages seem to stand against the doctrine of election, and to

prove that God equally desires and purposes the salvation of all

men. In reflecting upon these passages, I remind myself of the

principle, that I must not derive my faith from particular texts,

taken by themselves, but from all the texts which relate to the

subject, taken together. Now there are several texts upon which the

sacred writers evidently lay great stress, which teach that God

desires the salvation of all men, and would not that any should

perish. In the same inspired book there are texts, which teach

with equal clearness, that he has chosen a part of mankind to

holiness and eternal life, and has given them to Christ to be

made partakers of his salvation. Now I must shape my faith, so

as not to set aside either of these classes of texts, but to do full

justice to both. How then shall I proceed ? Why, I must hold,

that God really avouM have all men to be saved, and yet in such

a sense, as to admit of the fair and obvious meaning of the texts

which declare, that his people were eternally chosen to salvation

in distinction from others. And I^ must hold to this election of

some in such a way, as to admit the fair sense of the other texts,

which speak of God's desire for the salvation of all. As the

matter stands, I must regard these diflerent classes of texts,

both of which are true and important, as modifying the sense of

each other. I must take each class in such a sense, as not to su-

persede the sense of the other ; otherwise I cannot hold both to be

time. I come then finally to this conclusion ; that God does re-

ally, and in an important sense, desire the salvation of all, while,

in another sense, he chooses only a part to salvation. I ask then,

what is the sense, in which he chooses the salvation of all ? And

the answer may be something like this ; that he regards their

salvation as a good of vast importance, and, in itself considered,

exceedingly desirable. As a wise and benevolent God he must
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SO regard it. And he desires their salvation in the way of com-

passion and good-will, such as he shows hi his merciful treatment

of them. He has manifested his willingness and desire to save

all, by providing an atonement sufficient for all ; bj giving a

sincere invitation, unlimited in its terms, that sinners would ac-

cept of his mercy ; and by prescribing the same reasonable con-

ditions of salvation for all as for any, and by promising to save all

who comply with those conditions. So that it is now true, that

if any sinners, especially any in Christian lands, fail of salvation, it

will not be owing to any want of willingness on God's part to

save, but altogether to their own unreasonable and inexcusable re-

jection of proffered mercy. In these remarks however, I may
not do full justice to those precious passages in the word of God,

which teach his wilHngness and desire to save sinners. But this

is perfectly clear, that if men will attend to the disclosures made

of God's mercy in the gift of his Son, and in the offers, invita-

tions and promises of his word, and in all his dispensations, in

the spirit of child-like simplicity and faith ; they will find that the

passages referred to convey a truth unspeakably honorable to the

benevolence and grace of God, and of infinite moment to the

world ;— a truth on the ground of which any sinners and all sin-

ners may come to Christ with a penitent heart, not doubting that

if they thus come they shall be pardoned and saved ;— a truth

which has been to all real Christians their w^arrant and only war-

rant to apply to the Saviour for the blessings of his free

salvation, and which is an equal warrant to all who hear the

gospel.

The other class of texts point out a real election of a part

of mankind to holiness and salvation ; a purpose to save, which is

carried into effect ; but which is such and so executed, as to leave

unimpaired God's benevolence to all ; his provision of an all-suf-

ficient atonement for the salvation of all who will accept it ; his

sincere and gi-acious invitation to all, and his perfect readiness to

save all on the terms prescribed.

According to these views, the phrase, God wills that men should

be saved, is to be taken in two senses. In the first of these, it
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is expressive of bis benevolence towards all men and his willing-

ness to save any sinners on the proper conditions. So Christ de-

sired the salvation of the inhabitants of Jerusalem :
" How often

would I have gathered thy children together— but ye would

not." He would have saved them, had they been willing. This

may be called the practical and experimental sense, and perhaps

the conditional sense also. It is the sense implied in the above

cited and most remarkable words of Jesus over guilty Jerusalem

;

it is the sense implied in his dying for the sins of the woi'ld ; in the

calls of his gospel ; and in his promises to thc«e who beheve. It is

on these grounds, that the ministers of Christ freely offer salvation

to sinners mdiscriminately ; and sinners, one and all, are author-

ized to come to Christ for pardon and life ;
— as folly autJwrized,

as they could be, if there were no purpose of election, or even if

it were his purpose to save all. The phrase, taken m the second

sense, expresses God's purpose or determination actually to sanc-

tify and save a definite number of individual sinners ; a purpose

as specific and effectual as it could be, if the non-elect were left

in the same condition with the fallen angels, a»d if the offers of

mercy and all the provisions of the gospel and the means of sal-

vation were confined to the elect. In this way, I endeavor to do

equal justice to the two different representations of Scripture,

and to apply each of the momentous truths, so clearly taught,

to its proper uses. This I can do, without being at aU hamper-

ed with the inquiry, Jiow the two can be reconciled ?— an inquiry

which I can at once dismiss without any harm. What concerns

me is, to secure the benefit of each portion of divine truth ; a

benefit not only indescribably important, but perfectly attainable,

whether I can or cannot show how the two portions of truth con-

sist with each other.

I have thus freely laid before you my own conceptions on this

profound subject. I have told you what difficulties I have my-

self encountered, and how I have surmounted them ; the strug-

gles and disquietudes which I have experienced, and how I have

been able to reUeve or alleviate them ; my endeavors to find the

true meaning of the sacred writers, and the degree of satisfaction
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to which I have attained. I have aimed to treat the subject be-

fore me honestly and fairly ; and I am happy in the result.

And it will add much to my happiness, if this history of the work-

ings of my own mind may be of use to any who are inquiring af-

ter the truth.

46*



LECTUKE XLI.

SUGGESTIONS AS TO THE PROPER MANNER OP TREATING THE
DOCTRINE OF THE DIVINE PURPOSES.

In this closing Lecture on the doctrine of the Divine Purposes,

I shall offer you a few suggestions as to the proper manner of treat-

ing the subject in your studies and contemplations^ and as to the

uses to which it should he applied.

1. Content not yourself with any summary statement of the doc-

trine, which is found in a Catechism or Creed, or with any larger

and more scientific statement of it in a system of Theology. Al-

though such a statement is on many accounts important and neces-

sary, it should by no means be regarded as sufficient by itself, or

as superseding other means of forming correct and specific notions

on the subject. How do you proceed in regard to the natural

sciences ? You find in your books of philosophy, a general propo-

sition respecting the phenomena of the heavenly bodies, the pro-

perties of plants and minerals, the principles of electricity and

magnetism, and the power of steam. But if you should stop here,

your ideas would be vague and defective. For the explanation of

the principles laid down in your books, you sometimes resort to ex-

periments. Sometimes you carefully observe the facts, as they are

exhibited before you in the natural world. You look at the

heavenly bodies. You make use of optical instruments. You go

into the garden of the botanist, or into the museum of the mineralo-

gist, or into the field or the forest ; and thus you learn philosophy,

as exhibited to your view in nature. You learn it from facts. In

this way, the general, abstract notions, often defective or obscure,

which you derived from a scientific statement of principles, are ex-
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panded, and rendered clear, correct, and definite. Without a care-

ful observation of facts, no one can attain to correct and adequate

ideas of philosophy. The same is true in Theology, particularly in

regard to the present subject. If you were to stop with any gene-

ral statement of the docti-ine of the Divine Purposes, your appre-

hensions of it would be vague and incomplete, and would vary

more or less from the exact truth. You must peruse the Scrip-

tures, and see how the doctrine is there taught, sometimes by

direct declarations, sometimes by allusions, sometimes by the his-

tory of facts. You must observe the dispensations of Divine Provi-

dence and the events which take place, as the execution of the

divine purposes, and as showing what they are. And finally you

must turn your thoughts within, and see how the divine purposes

have been developed and carried into effect in your own experience,

— and if you are a believer, in your own Christian experience.

You must notice what God has done, and what has been the man-

ner of his proceeding, in carrying his purpose of salvation into

effect. By these means, used diligently under the guidance of the

Holy Spirit, your views will become Scriptural, definite, and prac-

tical ; and the diflSculties, arising from mere speculation will, of

themselves, gradually subside.

I shall here quote a passage from Coleridge, which falls in with

the remarks above made relative to Christian experience. He is

spealdng, in a round-about way, of the doctrine of election, which,

he says, is " one of the stumbling stones in the ordinary concep-

tions of the Christian faith, to which the infidel points in scom

and which far better men pass by in silent perplexity
;
yet, surely,

from mistaken conceptions." He then pursues the subject thus—
" I suppose the person with whom I am arguing, already so far a

behever, as to have convinced himself both that a state of enduring

bliss is attainable under certain conditions, and that these conditions

consist in his compliance with the rules prescribed in the Christian

Scriptures. These rules he likewise admits to be such, that by the

very constitution of the human mind, a faithful compliance with

them cannot but have consequences of some sort. But these con-

sequences are morever distinctly described iu the same Scriptures
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in whish the conditions are recorded ; and though some of thetti

maj be apparent to God only, yet the greater number of them are

of such a nature, that they cannot exist unknown to the individual

•in whom they exist. As little possible is it that he should find

:these consequences in himself, and not find in them the sure marksj

•that he is at the time in the right road to the life promised undei*

?these conditions. Now I dare assert, that no such man can pursue

the records of history with a reflecting spirit, or look round the

world with an observant eye, and not find himself compelled to ad-

imt, that all men are not on the right road, that even in Christian

countries, many -— a fearful many— have not their faces turned to-

wards it- This then is a mere matter of fact. Now comes the

question : Shall the believer, who thus hopes on the appointed

grounds of hope, attribute this distinction exclusively to his own

resolves and strivings, —r- or if not exclusively, yet primarily and

principally ? Shall he refer the first movements and preparations

to his own will and understanding, and bottom his claim to the

pi-Omises on his own comparative excellence ? If not, if no man

dare t^ke this honor to himself ; to whom shall he assign it, if not

to that Beiii"' in whom the promise originated, and on whom its ful-

filment depends ? If he stop here, who shall blame him ? By

what argument shall his reasoning be mvalidated, that might not be

t'orged with equal force against any essential difference between

,obed|if»t and disobedient. Christians and worldlings ?— that would

,pot impS-j that both sorts alike are . . . the sons of God by adoption ?

If he ,stop %n'e, I say, who shall drive him from his position ? For

thus far he ^is poetically concerned; this conscience requires;—
this the highest interests of morality demand. It is a question of

fa^^ts, of the mil and the deed, to argue against which, on the ab-

stract notipns and possibilities of the speculative reason, is as un-

reasonable, as an ^tte«ipt to decide a question of colors by pure

Geometry.— Thus then the doctrine of Election is in itself a

necessary inference ivovQ. an undeniable fact— necessary at least

for all who hold, that the best of men are what they are through

the grace of God."

2. Both in your own contemplations, and in the business of
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instructing others, endeavor to give the doctrine its right place, and

its right proportion. The doctrine certainly has a place in the

system of divine truth. It has its own proper place. To bring

it in everywhere is as real a mistake, as to bring it in nowhere.

If you will consider the nature and bearings of this truth, you

will perceive, that it has a close connection with several other

truths ; and when you view it in that connection, you will see it in

its clearness, its beauty, and its strength. In that place it har-

monizes with everything else
;
just as a piece of timber in its

proper place in a building, is adapted to other parts around it.

Put the doctrine of divine purposes in its proper place in the sys-

tem, and there will be no interference or disagreement with any-

thing else. Put it in another place, and there is collision. Every

member of the human body has its proper place, and there it

works kindly and harmoniously, and is not only useful, but indis-

pensable. Take • pams then to find out, where the general doc-

trine of the Divine Purposes belongs, and where the particular

doctrine of Election is to stand, and with what other truths it is

to be immediately connected. Take a single example. It would

be doing violence to the doctrine, to put it in the place of the

divine law, and to make it a rule of duty to us.— The general

doctrine has evidently a near relation to the character of God, as

the Creator, Upholder, and Governor of the world, and to the

course of events in his providence. The doctrine of election is

closely connected with the sinful and ruined state of mankind,

and with the whole work of divine grace in the salvation of sin-

ners. On this point you will find it of the first importance to

study the Scriptures, and see what place is assigned to the doc-

trine there. Examine the various passages where the mspired

writers refer to the doctrine, and learn how it lay in their minds,

and in what connection and for what purposes they introduced it.

It is also important to give the doctrine its right proportion.

Either to raise it above or sink it below its proper magnitude, is as

great a mistake, as to put it in a vn'ong place. In the system of

divine truth, this doctrine, though truly important, is not to be so

magnified and exalted, as to overshadow or set aside other truths.
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You may give a general representation of this doctrine that is in

itself substantially correct ; and yet you may so magnify it, or so

diminish it, that it shall be an error, and shall have the influence

of error. If in a picture of a man whom you know, his eye

should be painted truly, except that it is four times as large as it

should be
;
you would say that the eye is monstrous, and that the

painter, by thus magnifying that part, has made the whole portrait

false. And the eflect would be somewhat similar, if the eye

should be as much too small. As to the doctrine before us, it

may be difficult to form an exact judgment of its relative unpor-

tance. But by devout meditation, and by the aid of Christian

experience, and by diligent and persevering study of the Scrip-

tures, you may guard against hurtful extremes, and may entertain

ideas on the subject which are essentially right.

But I must caution you not to be too solicitous and scrupulous

about the exact place and proportion of the doctrine ; as this

would embarrass and fetter you, and prevent you from doing jus-

tice to the subject at any time. Believe the doctrine firmly, and

declare it plainly and fully ; and remember that it is better to

^ve it too high a place, than no place at all.

.3. Avoid the mistake of those who are continually agitatmg

the question how the divme decrees can be reconciled with our

free, moral agency, with the goodness of God, and with the sin-

cerity of his invitations and commands. It may not be within the

province of human reason in the present life to discover satisfacto-

rily, in what particular way the reconciliation is to be made out.

While the mode of reconciling two particular truths may be per-

fectly clear to beings of higher intellect, it may be quite otherwise

to us. And our attempts to clear up the obscurity may have no

effect but to increase it. Consider too, that our discovering lioiv

to reconcile the two truths, if that were practicable, might be of

no use to us. It will be best for us confidently to believe each of

the truths on its own proper evidence, and then to beheve them to

he reconcilable, not troubling ourselves to discover liow they are so.

Reconciling the different truths above mentioned may not be the

proper business of speculation or logic. And it may be, that the
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desired reconciliation, which ought not to be attempted in that

way, can be easily worked out by common sense, and Christian

experience— in the heart, though not in the head. And it may

be, that he is the most likely to perceive the consistency of the two

doctrines, u'ho labors the least to do it. And there is one thing

more to be said, namely ; that the attempts we have so often made

to remove the alleged inconsistency may have proved unsuccessful,

merely because there is no inconsistency, and so we have brought

ourselves into trouble by laboring to do something, where there

was nothing to be done. How much better to spend our time

and strength in discovering the clear and conclusive evidence of

the different truths, and in applying them to their important prac-

tical uses

!

4. It is important to hold other truths in connection with the

doctrine of the divine purposes. Other doctrines are as true as

this. The Scriptures reveal the whole circle of religious truths,

and our minds are made to receive them all, and to be benefitted

by them all. If you sever this doctrine from others, you do it

violence and injure its influence, just as you would do violence to

one of your limbs, and would deprive it of vitality and render it

useless, if you should sever it from the body. Take an illustra-

tion again from the art of painting. Let the artist draw on the

canvas the well known eye of a parent or friend. He paints the

eye exactly, but he paints nothing but the eye. There it stands

alone. You look at it, and you may recognize it. But it is dis-

connected from all other parts of the countenance, and it has no

just expression ; and instead of being beautiful and delightful, it

is strange and even frightful, because it stands alone. So if you

set forth the doctrine of the divine purposes alone, separate from

the great body of divine truth, you deprive it of its beauty, and

hinder the right impression of it on the mind. But remember,

that by connecting other truths with this doctrine, you do not alter

the doctrine itself. The doctrine has its own nature— it is just

what it is— whether it stands alone or in company with other

truths. You ask then, what important object we accomplish by

keeping it in company with other truths. I answer ; though we
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alter not its nature, we greatly alter its effect on the mind. If

you contemplate and believe the doctrine alone, it will have little

if any good influence upon you. And it will certainly have some

bad influence ;
— yea, all its influence may be bad. And all its

influence would doubtless be bad upon any one, who had never

contemplated and believed any other truth. Every truth has

indeed its own natural tendency, its own appropriate influence.

But we can never experience that influence, unless other truths

also have a place and an infliience in our minds. Any particular

truth will not appear to us as it should, unless it stands before us

in connection with other truths. Each truth, as I said, has its

own nature ; but we shall never apprehend it correctly, unless

other truths also shed their light upon us. All this is as true of

other doctrines, as of the doctrine before us. Every truth is

liable to be and very hkely to be misconceived, if it is taken sep-

arately. Suppose you believe in one of God's attributes separ-

ately from the rest, say his benevolence, separately from his

wisdom and justice. Would your conception of his character,

even of his benevolence, be according to truth ? Is such a benev-

olence,— a benevolence without wisdom and justice, the benevo-

lence of God ? Would its operations in the government of the

world, be those to which divine benevolence leads ? Or suppose

you believe in the justice of God separately from his goodness and

mercy. You would have then a God who is merely just ; who

will invariably punish the disobedient, and reward the obedient

;

but who will never in any instance forgive sin. Such a God is

not our God, who, through atoning blood, is merciful and gracious,

forgiving iniquity, transgression and sin, though still a God of

justice.

Suppose you hold the doctrine of justification by faith without

works, separately from all other gospel truths. The doctrine,

taken thus by itself, though really true, would not be true to you.

You would not rightly apprehend it, and would not be rightly

affected by it. It might produce a very hurtful effect.

I have touched upon these examples to show that my remarks

as to the doctrine of Divine purposes apply to other doctrines as
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well as to this. The result is, that the different truths of religion

are to be taken together, in their proper connection, and are all to

shed their light and to exert their influence upon us jointly. I

do not mean that wc must at all times actually connect them

together in our contemplations, or in our discourses. It is often

necessary, in order to a full understanding of any important truth,

that we should for a time fix our thoughts upon it exclusively.

But at other times, we must consider other truths. They must

all dwell in us, and must unitedly give direction and charac-

ter to our feelings and actions. If any one truth, contemplated

alone, has a tendency to lead us astray, other truths must come

in to check that tendency, and to bring us back to the right way.

It is of immense importance that all the parts of truth, united into

one harmonious system, should help to form our intellectual and

moral character. The perversions and deficiencies of character

which are found in many Christians, are owing, in part, to the fact

that they have been deprived of the good effect of this or that

portion of divine truth.

But what are the particular truths which must stand in connec-

tion with the doctrine of divine purposes, and which will secure

its appropriate and happy influence ? I shall answer this inquiry

briefly, wishing you always to keep it fixed in your minds, that no

other truths are to be brought in, to supersede the doctrine of the

divine purposes, or in any way to alter it. Letting the doctrine

itself remain just as it is set forth in the Scriptures, my object is,

to guard you against misunderstanding, or abusing it, and to help

you to experience the benefit which it is adapted to impart.

One important truth which should be placed in close connection

with the doctrine of the Divine purposes, is that we are free, moral

beings, proper subjects of the divine law. You cannot get any

right conception of the general doctrine, particularly the doctrine

of election, unless you consider it as relating to moral beings, who

are indeed wholly dependent on God, but who have a real agency

of their own, for which they are justly held responsible.

Another truth to be taken in connection with the doctrine of

Divine purposes, is, that the divine law, not the Divine purpose,

VOL. I. 47
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is the rule of duty. God has his prerogatives, and one of these

is, to control all hearts, all actions, and all events, and to reign

forever. And this he will do according to his eternal purpose.

But we are his crea^ares, and subjects of his government ; and

he has informed us what he would have us to do. We have our

proper work, our sphere of action ; and the directions which are

contained in the precepts of Scripture, are to us the rule and the

only rule of duty. Our whole work is to render obedience to the

divine law. To ascertain our duty in any case, we are to inquire,

not what are the sovereign purposes of God, but what are his

commands. Always keep hold of this principle. If we would

please God, we must conform to the precepts of his word. Never

be afraid that you will act contrary to God's purposes, by obeying

his commands. In your faith and practice adhere to this princi-

ple, and you will avoid the rock on which many have been ship-

wrecked.

Even if the divine pui'poses are made known, they cannot on

that account be regarded as the rule of our duty. In many in-

stances mentioned in Scripture, they were expressly revealed,

and revealed to those very persons, to whose conduct they re-

lated. But no one was on that account under obligation to carry

them into effect. Even if God reveals his purpose respecting the

good actions of men, they are bound to do those actions, not be-

cause it is the revealed purpose of God that they shall do them,

but because it is his command. If the actions predetennined are

sinful, they are none the less sinful, because they are predetei'-

mined. Some theological writers argue, that the divine purposes

are not the rule of our duty, because they are unknoivn. I deny

the validity of this argument, and assert that the divine purposes

can no more be our rule when known, than when unknown. But

why is it not right to make the divine purposes the rule of our

conduct ? I answer, first, because we are not God. and secondly,

because God requires us to make his law our rule, and to conform

to that.

Another thing which is to be placed in close connection with

the purposes of God, is the reality, the truth and sincerity of his
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invitations, promises, and warnings. God invites and urges all

who hear the gospel to accept the blessings which it proffers. He
promises eternal life to all who Avill believe, and solemnly warns

men not to rush upon endless misery by neglecting the great sal-

vation. NoAV these invitations, promises and warnings are to be

regarded as addressed to us with perfect truth and sincerity—
truth and sincerity above what can be found in man— such truth

and sincerity as belong to an all-perfect God. We are to hold

up these Scripture invitations, promises and warnings, with free-

dom and earnestness, and without being in the least checked or

embarrassed by the consideration of the doctrine of election.

That doctrine is true and important ; but it is also true and im-

portant, that God invites and commands all who hear the gos-

pel to repent and believe, that they may be saved. The invita-

tions and commands of holy writ do not mean anything differ-

ent from what they would mean, if there were no purpose of

God to save a part, or even if it were his purpose to save all.

Sinners are as much under obUg-ation to comply with these invita-

tions, they have as good a warrant and as many motives to com-

ply, they have as fair an opportunity to comply, as if there were

no divine election. These invitations and promises have as much
reahty and as much worth to sinners, as they would have if elec-

tion were set aside. We can with perfect safety act upon them.

For God does truly express his mind by them ;
— is truly in earn-

est, when he addresses them to us. All who have complied with

God's invitations, and trusted in his promises, have found them

true and faithful. When you preach the gospel, never suffer the

thought of the divine purposes to fetter you in the least, or to

hinder you from proclaiming the mercy of God, and inviting and

exhorting sinners to turn from their evil ways and believe the

gospel. Never stop to dispose of any speculative difficulties, aris-

ing from the doctrine of predestination. If in such a case those

difficulties perplex your mind, it is because you are in the dark.

If they hinder you from a free, earnest, and full declaration of

the gracious offers and urgent in-vatations of the gospel, you may
be sure you have turned aside from the truth. And the cause
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of your turning aside may probably be this ; that instead of

heartily believing in the divine invitations and promises, as the

Scriptures reveal them, and following imphcitly the steps of Christ

and the apostles
;
you go about to inquire liow these invitations

can be reconciled with the doctrine of election ; and not being

able to find out the mode of reconciling them, you conclude, or

partly conclude, that one or the other must be given up. In this

way, some are led to give up the doctrine of election, that they

may be free to deal with sinners, as the prophets and apostles

did. Others are led to neglect the invitations and offers of the

gospel, or to hold them forth partially and feebly, lest they should

interfere with the doctrine of election. Now, I say, we are to be-

lieve the invitations and promises of the gospel as fully, and to

hold them forth as clearly and earnestly, and with as much con-

fidence in the truth and sincerity of God, as those can do, who

disbelieve the doctrine of election. Keep hold of both parts of

revelation. I can assure you, that there never was and never

will be the least interference between the one and the other.

I shall mention one more point of divine truth, which is to be

held in connection with the doctrine of divine purposes, and that

is, the account which the Scriptures give of future retributions.

This account shows, that the saints will be graciously rewarded

for their good deeds, and the wicked justly punished for their sins
;

that the wicked in the coming world will know and feel, that the real

cause of their perishing is not the purpose or decree of God,

but their own persevering wickedness ; that their doom is jdst what

it would be on the ground of strict, impartial justice, had there

been no divine purpose. God's purpose of election and reproba-

tion is not in whole or in part the ground or rule of retribution.

Men will be judged by the word of God,— by the law and the

gospel. And whenever you set forth the transactions of the

judgment day, set them forth just as the sacred writers do,

and thus guard your own minds and the minds of others

against any improper influence which might otherwise arise

from the doctrine we have been considering.

5. If you would entertain just views of the doctrine of predes-
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tination, you must keep your spiritual faculties awahe. You must

cultivate the moral sense, and have a clear discernment of what is

right and wrong in yourself. If we are at any time in the condi-

tion of those in the Apostle's day, who objected to the doctrine of

God's sovereign election, as it was set forth by him, and are ready

to say as they did :
" "Why doth he yet find fault ? " If he him-

gelf has determined from eternity whom he will save and whom he

will give over to perish ; if he has mercy on whom he will have

mercy, and hardens whom he will, why does he impute blame to us ?

— If we are at any time pressed with this difficulty, how shall we

obtain relief? I answer, by listening to the plain teachings of God's

holy word. We must consider what is our proper place in relation

to the Almighty Sovereign of the Universe. If our eyes are open

to see Avhat God is, and to view our own heart and life in the hght

of truth ; we shall no longer ask, why God finds fault with us.

We shall know and feel that God is glorious in hohness and good-

ness, and that it has always been our duty to love and adore him,

and keep his commandments. Our objections against his pur-

poses, and the chief difficulties which the doctrme occasions, spring

up from the darkness of our minds, and are all scattered, as soon

as the true hght shines within us. Seek then tliis inward light, this

clear spiritual discernment. I have known many persons, who have

been full of false reasoning, and distressed with difficulties, in re-

gard to the doctrine we are considering ; and I have labored

abundantly, but in vain, to show them their mistakes. At length

the light of truth, imparted by the word and Spmt of God, has

shone in their hearts, and they have been convinced of sin. Im-

mediately their mistakes and difficulties have vanished. As the

light has shone, the darkness has fled. Sumers cannot reason away

those speculative difficulties which originate m the bhndness of their

hearts. They look at tilings with a diseased eye ; in consequence

of which all their apprehensions are false. These false apprehen-

sions result chiefly from a moral cause. Remove that cause and

the effects will cease. Let men be convinced of sm, and have a

humble, penitent heart, and let them reverence the Scriptures, and

learn to pray ; and their misapprehensions will gradually subside.

47*
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And if any of these remain in Christians, they are to be removed

by the study of God's word, by the cultivation of holy afiFection,

and by the spirit of prayer. Pious and holy affection will lead you

to distinguish between facts and illusions. It wUl not contradict

true reason, but will keep reason from overleaping its appointed

limits. Right affection is in short the key to knowledge. If any

one is inclined to do the will of God, he shall know the doctrine of

his word. Obey God's commands and keep yourselves in his love,

and you cannot but delight in the thought that he reigns over all.

You will find rest to your soul in the belief, that a wise and benev-

olent God has marked out the plan of the Universe, and that his

omnipotence will carry it into effect.

6. Labor to obtain a clear and definite knowledge of the real

source of the opposition which is felt against the doctrine of God's

purposes. This doctrine presents God before us as an Almighty

Sovereign, sitting on the throne of the Universe. You know how

natural it is for a man who covets a high place, to look with an evil

eye upon one who occupies that place, and excludes him from it.

Unhumbled sinners aspire to supremacy ; and they cannot look

with complacency upon him who is God over all. They are lifted

up with pride, and are unwilling to take that place which the abso-

lute sovereignty of God assigns to them. They wish to manage

their concerns according to their own will, and cannot consent that

God should manage them according to Ms will. When you tell

them that God is a Sovereign and will conduct the affairs of his

creatures according to his own pleasure, and in subserviency to his

own glory
;
you tell them an unwelcome truth. There is a con-

troversy between them and God. And this controversy will last

forever, unless their hearts are so changed as to come into a state

of cordial agreement with his holy character and purposes. Let

them truly love God, and then the more he is exalted, the more

they will be pleased. Let them behold his glory, and cordially

trust in him, and then nothing can dehght them more, than that

his counsel shall stand, and that he will do all his pleasure. Oh !

that those who are opposed to the doctrine of God's sovereign pur-

poses, may look into the case as it is, and may see in season where

the stress of the difficulty lies.
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7. Make the doctrine of election a subject of pious gratitude

and joy, and apply it to its proper uses. While Christians give

their assent to this doctrine as one of the truths of revelation, they

seldom derive any comfort from it, or make it a matter of thanks-

giving to God. The Apostle Paul says to behevers at Thessa-

lonica :
" We are bound to give thanks always to God for you,

brethren, beloved of the Lord, because God hath from the begin-

ning chosen you to salvation through sanctification of the spirit and

belief of the truth." In his epistle to the Ephesians he asserts

the doctrine, and returns to it again and again, and dwells upon it,

as an interesting and pleasing subject. And in the 8th of Romans,

he sets it forth as a matter of elevated and triumphant joy. And
so it has been regarded by evangelical ministers and churches.

In the 17th article of the Church of England, it is said :
" that

the godly consideration of predestmation, and our election in

Christ, is full of sweet, pleasant and unspeakable comfort to godly

persons ; that it doth greatly establish and confirm their faith of

eternal salvation, and fervently kindle their love." The synod of

Dort say, that " it affords unspeakable consolation to holy and pious

souls." And in the Westminster Confession of Faith, it is said,

that this doctrine properly handled, " affords matter of praise,

reverence, and admiration of God, and of humility, diligence, and

abundant consolation to all that sincerely obey the gospel."

It is evident, that the doctrine of the divine purposes in general,

and of election in particular, is suited to afford comfort and joy to

real Christians, to excite their gratitude to God, and their admira-

tion of his mercy, and in various ways to contribute to their spirit-

ual benefit. So far as we have evidence that we are true Chris-

tians, we have evidence that we are among God's elect ; that he

chose us in Christ before the world began. Any valuable gift

bestowed upon us is suited to excite our gratitude. But the

value of the gift and the warmth of our gratitude are increased, if

we know that our benefactor had long intended such a favor to us,

and that he was influenced by a sincere and unalterable affection

for us. And if we are sensible that we have never done anything

to deserve his favor, but much to the contrary, and that his inten-
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tlon to do us good was the effect of his disinterested friendship, and

that the favor intended was altogether gratuitous ; then our grati-

tude will be likely to rise high, and we shall want words to express

our admiration of his goodness. Now if we are Christians, the

spiritual blessings which God has already bestowed upon us, and

which are a presage of what is to come, are of inestimable value.

The influence of the Spirit to create us anew, the pardon of our

sins, and peace with God— what words can describe the precious-

ness of these divine blessings— this salvation begun in the soul

!

And when we rise in devout contemplation to the Author of this

precious salvation, and trace it back to its source in his eternal love,

and his eternal purpose to bestow this very gift ; what thoughts

and feelings does this view of the subject kindle within us ! Did

God, the humble behever may say— did the great and glorious

God think of me, and set his heart upon my salvation, before the

world was ? Knowing perfectly, as he did, what a perverse, guilty

creature I should be, did he really intend to make me an heir of his

kingdom, and appoint all the means necessary to such a blessed

result ? Did he from everlasting choose me to salvation, and give

me to Christ, as one that should be redeemed by his death, and

sanctified by his Spirit ? Through all past ages, was he continually

mindful of me ? When he gave me being, and when he preserved

me in infancy and childhood, healing my sicknesses and rescuing

me from danger, was it his kind purpose to make me a monument

of his grace ? While I was sinning against him, and refusing his

offered mercy, did he still determine to call me with a holy calling,

and to give me a place among his children ? And when the time

of mercy came, did he, notwithstanding all I had done, call me

into his kingdom according to the counsel of his will, and bestow

upon me those divine blessings, which he had designed for me mil-

lions of ages before I was born ? And did he thus purpose to save

me, and thus actually begin the work of salvation, when there was

nothing in my heart or life which rendered me any more worthy

of his favor, than those who are left to perish, and when I might

have been justly passed by, as well as they ? What shall I say to

these things ? When I think of God's eternal purpose and grace
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respecting my salvation, I am filled with wonder, gratitude and

joy ; and I feel that eternity only can afford me sufficient oppor-

tunity to render due thanks and praise to him, who has thus loved

me with an everlasting love.

This doctrine is adapted to promote all the branches of holiness.

If God has " chosen us to salvation," it is " through sanctification

of the Spirit and belief of the truth." Salvation is the end, and

these are the appointed means. If then we value salvation,

and would attain to it, we must sincerely believe the truth, and

must labor for our sanctification ; this being the only way in which

we can enjoy eternal life. If we are the objects of God's special

favor, he has " predestinated us to be conformed to the image of

bis Son." If then we would fall in with this divine predestination

and avail ourselves of its benefits, Ave must make it our constant

object to be conformed to the image of Christ. If God has so

loved us, and bestowed such blessings upon us, what can we do less

than to honor his name, and diligently obey liis commands ? The

fact that we were given to Christ, brings us into a close union with

him, and with all the laws and interests of his church. And when

"we consider that we have been brought into this blessed state by

the special favor of God, in execution of his unchangeable purpose,

we must feel powerfully constrained not only to confide in him, but

to yield ourselves to his service, and cheerfully to do and to suffer

whatever he appoints for us.

I might say much more to illustrate the adaptedness of this doc-

trine to impart comfort and joy to believers, and to promote their

spiritual benefit.— And how much better would it be for us to

dwell upon the delightful and useful views of the doctrine, and to

follow it out into its happy results, than to be forever laboring to

vindicate it against objections, or to find how it can be reconciled

with other truths ! Who will be hkely to feel any great interest in

the doctrine, even if he admits it to be true, unless he sees some-

thing in it which is fitted to comfort his heart, to excite his grati-

tude, and to encourage him in the work to which he is called ?

Have we not in this matter been chargeable with a grievous defi-

ciency ? Have we not essentially failed of giving the doctrine of
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election the place it should hold in the devout and jojful exercises

of our own hearts ?

I find it difl5cult for me to do justice to the impression -which

has been made on mj own mind by the view which I have now

taken of the subject. The doctrine of election, like every other

doctrine of revelation, is in its own nature adapted to practical

purposes. It is suited to do good. And the intrinsic excellence

and truth of the doctrine is most clearly seen, when it is made use

of for the purposes intended. No one will be likely to form a

right apprehension of it, who does not experience its benefits.

Those are the right views of it, which bring comfort and profit to

the soul. The doctrine in its own nature is very comforting and

useful to the children of God. If the whole body of Christians

would but make their calling and election sure ; if they would,

through divine help, attain to such spiritual habits, to such purity

of heart, to such fervency of love, and such diligence in their

work, as to make it manifest that their names are written in heav-

en ; with what unutterable joy would they dwell upon the thought,

that God eternally loved them, and in his infinite grace chose them

to salvation, and predestinated them to be conformed to the image

of his Son ; and that what he has already done for them, and

what he is now doing, and what he will do hereafter, is only carry-

ing into effect the benevolent intention which was in his heart from

everlasting ! What fervent thanks would they give to God

!

How would a sweet and heavenly ecstasy be waked up in their

souls ! How would they dehght themselves in God, and rest

in his love ! The doctrine of his eternal purpose and sove-

reign grace would be all light to them. When Christians arrive in

heaven, and see how they came there, and behold God as he is ;

do you think they will find any darkness in the doctrine of his

purposes ? No. The darkness which we now sometimes seem to

see in the doctrine, is in our own eyes. And our fault is, that we

labor to clear away the darkness, as though it belonged to the

truth of God ; when in fact there is no darkness anywhere, except

in ourselves. Let this darkness be removed, and the doctrine we

have considered, will come forth from the cloud which once
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obscured it, and will present itself to our view in its omi beauty

and glory, and will " be full of sweet and unspeakable comfort."

Our doctrine is of great practical use to Chi-istian pastors and

missionaries, who are laboring, with little or no visible success, for

the salvation of sinners, and are often subjected to severe trials for

righteousness' sake. They can quiet their minds, and patiently en-

dure disappointment and suffering, by referring all their concerns

to their Father and their God, and by cordially acquiescing in his

wise and holy purposes. And besides this, they may trust in the

abounding grace of God, and strengthen themselves with the hope,

that he entertains thoughts of mercy towards many of those to

whom they are preaching the gospel, and that in due time he will

call them with a holy calling, not according to their works, but ac-

cording to his own purpose and grace, which was given them in

Christ before the world began. So the Lord encouraged Paul at

Corinth saying, " Be not afraid, but speak, and hold not thy peace,

for I am with thee, and no man shall hurt thee, for I have much

people in this city." Here was a ground of encouragement and

comfort which nothing could equal, and of which those must be

destitute who, instead of believing in the sovereign grace of God,

look for the conversion of sinners from their own corrupt will, or

from the mere influence of the appointed means of grace.

It is sometimes said, that impenitent sinners have nothing to

do with the doctrine of election. In a certain sense this is true.

They camiot enjoy the comfort of looking upon themselves as

chosen to salvation. They have no evidence that they are among

the elect, and of course they cannot use the doctrine, as those do

who have made their calling and election sure. But it would be

an injury to sinners to attempt to conceal the doctrine from them.

When it comes before their minds, it is suited to produce a power-

ful effect upon them. A minister who possessed sound judgment,

and who had been long acquainted with the work of the Holy Spii'it

in the conversion of sinners, once told me, that a i^lain, scriptural

statement of the doctrine of election at the commencement of a

revival of rehgion, had more effect in making known to sinners the

evil of then- own hearts, and convincing them of sin, than any
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other truth which he had ever preached. And who does not per-

ceive the adaptedness of the doctrine to affect sinners in this man-

ner ? It detects the pride and enmity of their hearts. "When

rightly understood and felt, it puts an end to their reliance

upon their own resolutions and their own doings, and makes them

sensible, that their salvation hangs upon the unmerited favor of

God. It shows them the criminality and madness of continu-

ing to sin against the Sovereign of the universe, who is able to

save, and to destroy. What divine truth ever disturbed, so effect-

ually as this, the carnal security of sinners, or so clearly exposed

to their view the pride and enmity of their own hearts, or so fully

convinced them, that unless they are born again, they cannot see

the kingdom of heaven ? And when sinners are deeply affected

with their guilty and ruined state, and when, after many painful,

unsuccessf\il efforts, they begin to yield to feelings of despair

;

then what doctrine has power like this to keep them from sinking,

and to show them that God, who is rich in mercy, may interpose

in their behalf, and pluck them as brands from the burning?

Under the influence of this God-exalting doctrine, how many sin-

ners have escaped from every refuge of lies, and been constrained

to fall into the hands of a merciful God, saying, if I perish, I

perish ! And how many have thus been delivered from their fears,

and obtained a peace passing all understanding ! And how fre-

quently has it been observed, that those who have felt the pressure

of this central truth, and have been made willing to be saved by

free and sovereign grace, prove to be the most firm, consistent,

active, devoted Christians

!
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